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Page 5
May 23, 2017; 9:00 a.m

PROCEEDI NGS

HEARI NG OFFICER: Let's go on the record,
pl ease.

Good norning, everyone. This is the tine
and place noticed for a hearing, a Phase IIl hearing
“I'n the Matter of the Application of Rocky Muntain
Power to I nplenment Prograns Authorized By the
Sust ai nabl e Transportati on and Energy Pl an,”

Conmm ssi on Docket Nunber 16-035- 36.

My nane is Mchael Hamrer, and | amthe

Conmm ssion's designated presiding officer for this

hearing. Let's go ahead and take appearances, please.

MR. JETTER. And what -- |I'mJustin Jetter
with the UWah Attorney CGeneral's O fice. 1'mhere
today representing the Utah D vision of Public

Uilities, and with ne at counsel table is the

w t ness, Robert A. Davis.

MR. SNARR: Good norning. M nane is
Steven Snarr. |'m assistant attorney general
representing the Ofice of Consuner Services. Wth ne

at the table is Cheryl Murray, one of the w tnesses
for the Ofice, and we al so have avail abl e Jason

Thomas on the tel ephone, who is one of our w tnesses

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

1 who will be participating telephonically with us topage °
2 the extent that may be necessary.

3 HEARI NG OFFI CER. Thank you.

4 MR. MECHAM  Steve Mecham representing

5 ChargePoint, Inc., and our wtness, M. Janes Ellis,

6 will be participating by tel ephone.

7 M5. HAYES: Good norning. Sophie Hayes on
8 behalf of Utah Cean Energy. Wth ne at counsel table
9 is Mss Sarah Wight, who is one of our wtnesses, and
10 al so appearing will be M. Kevin Enerson, who wll be
11 making a statenent in support of the stipulation.

12 M5. GARDNER.  Good norning. Jennifer

13 Gardner representing Western Resource Advocates, and
14 with ne at the counsel table is Kenneth L. WIlson, who
15 is our witness in this case of the docket. Thank you.
16 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ckay. In terns of the
17 order of the presentation of evidence, | thought we'd
18 start with --

19 M5. HAYES: Excuse ne, M. Hamer. | was
20 under the inpression that M. Joe Halso m ght al so be
21 appearing via the phone. D d he nake an appearance?
22 THE CLERK: No.

23 HEARI NG OFFI CER°  No.

24 M5. HAYES:. Ckay.

25 HEARI NG OFFICER:  And in terns of the
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Page /
order of the presentation of evidence, | thought we'

start with the Conpany since it's the Conpany's
application. M instinct would be to then proceed
with the Division and the Ofice, and then turn to the
Intervenors. | don't know if you have a preference as
to who goes first anong the Intervenors --

MR. JETTER. One thing sone of the parties
had di scussed, M. Hanmmer, was nmaybe doi ng testinony
I n support of the stipulation first, fromall
parties --

HEARI NG OFFI CER. Ckay.

MR. JETTER. -- so the conpany woul d go,
and the D vision, and so on; and then after that is
concl uded, then noving on to the tinme-of-use rates
portion.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  That's fine with ne.
We'll still need to decide who goes first anong the
| nt ervenors.

M. Mecham are you confortabl e going
first?

MR MECHAM [|'mfine. W're really just
presenting the testinony and putting it on the record,
and supporting the stipul ation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Ckay. And then we'l|l
proceed to Ms. Hayes and Ms. Gardner?
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Page 8
Ckay.

And do we anticipate there will be
cross-examnation? | think there will |ikely be on
the tine-of-use portion, no?

MR. SOLANDER: It's probable, yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Ckay. So it's best --
probably at |east for that portion, we'll let the
W t nesses take the w tness stand.

['I'l allow counsel to decide whether you
want your w tnesses to take the stand when we testify
as to the stipul ation.

Anyt hing el se before we begi n?

Al right. M. Solander, please call your
first wtness.

MR. SOLANDER: Thank you. Rocky Mountain
Power calls WIIliam Conmeau in support of the
stipulation, and also he'll be testifying regarding
t he Conpany's proposed El ectric Vehicle Timne-of-Use

Programthat led up to the stipulation.

W LLI AM COVEAU,
called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

HEARI NG OFFICER:  And |I'm sorry, ny
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1 instructions weren't clear. You're welcone to takePage >

2 the stand, if you like, but during this portion,

3 first, if you'd prefer to stay seated and if no one

4 has any objection, that's fine as well.

5 Go ahead, M. Sol ander.

6 MR. SOLANDER  Thank you.

7

8 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

9 BY MR SOLANDER:

10 Q Wul d you pl ease state and spell your nane

11 for the record.

12 A. WIlIliam Coneau, Wi-l-l-i-a-m

13 G o-me-a-u.

14 Q And what is your current position with

15 Rocky Mbount ai n Power ?

16 A I"'mthe director of customer solutions.

17 Q And as the director of custoner sol utions,

18 did you file direct testinony in Phase IIl of this

19 proceedi ng?

20 A | did.

21 Q And do you have any corrections or

22 additions to your testinony, or the exhibits that you

23 filed with that testinony?

24 A | do not.

25 Q So if | asked you those sane questions
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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1 today, each of your answers woul d be the sane? rage 1
2 A That's correct.

3 MR SOLANDER |'d nove at this tinme the

4 adm ssion of M. Coneau's direct testinony and

5 exhibits comng in.

6 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  They're adm tt ed.

7 MR. SOLANDER: Thank you.

8 Q And M. Coneau, did you also participate

9

with all the other parties in the negotiation of the
stipulation regarding the Conpany's Electric Vehicle
I ncentive Progranf

A | did.

Q And do you have a statenent in support of
the stipulation that was agreed to by the Conpany and

all of the parties?

A | do.
Q Pl ease proceed.
A kay. Well, on May 10th, 2016, the

Conpany net with interested parties to provide
background information on electric-vehicle adoption in
Ut ah, and di scussed concepts for consideration in
devel oping a plug-in electric-vehicle program

On Septenber 12th, 2016, the Conpany fil ed
an application to inplenent prograns authorized by the

Sust ai nabl e Transportati on and Energy Plan Act,

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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. . . : : Page 11
i ncluding a request for authorization of funding for a

plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program and a
proposal to start a series of working group

di scussions with interested parties to advise on the
devel opnent of a tine-of-use programin conjunction
with the plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program

On January 31st, 2017, after hol ding
several working group discussions, the conpany filed
its supplenmental application to inplenment plug-in
el ectric-vehicle incentives and tine-of-use prograns,
together with supporting testinony.

The proposed plug-in electric-vehicle
program offers incentives for participation and
time-of -use rates, non-residential, and | ow i npact
famly AC Level 2, and DC fast chargers, and a custom
of fering for grant-based projects and partnershi ps.

The proposed tine-of-use programoffers
custonmers with plug-in electric vehicles the choice of
different rate options that pronote off-peak charging.
The time-of-use programal so incentivizes (Sic)
custonmers to participate in a |oad research study
which will help the Conpany to better understand
char gi ng behaviors for plug-in electric vehicles.

On April 6th, 2017, intervening parties

submtted direct testinony in response to the

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

Page 12
Conpany's suppl enental application and proposed

prograns. On April 27th, 2017, the Conpany fil ed
rebuttal testinony with revisions to its proposed
prograns based on recommendati ons contained in

I ntervening parties' direct testinony.

On May 16th, 2017, the parties filed a
stipulation and partial settlenent agreenent of
Phase |11l issues. Parties to the stipulation have
agreed on all conponents of the plug-in
el ectric-vehicle incentive and tinme-of-use prograns as
described in the stipulation, except for the
time-of-use rate options and on-/off-peak tine
peri ods.

The Conpany shal | guarantee agai nst an
I ncrease of custonmer costs on the tine-of-use rate
schedule for the first 12 nonths of enrollnment. |If
the total annual energy costs incurred in the

ti me-of-use rate schedul e exceed 10 percent over what

costs woul d have been for the sane period under
Schedule 1 rates, the net difference will be credited
on the custoner's bill followng the |ast nonth of the
one-year conm tnent.

The parties agree to the proposed maxi mum
and initially-offered incentive | evels described in

the Conpany's rebuttal testinony for AC Level 2, and

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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Page 13
DC fast chargers.

The Conpany agrees to neet with interested
parties after the first year of operation to evaluate
applications and award i ncentives, and eval uate
whet her changes to outreach or incentives are
warranted. The Conpany will also provide a status
update to interested parties in the first quarter of
2018.

The time-of-use | oad research study wl|l
be limted to residential custoners who indicate they
have an AC Level 2 charger, and wll require
participation for one year.

The Conpany agrees to keep the | oad
research nmeters in place beyond one year, and col |l ect
data for study participants for the duration of the
ti me-of -use program

The Conpany further agrees to neet with
interested parties to review initial |oad research
study results between Month 9 and 12 of the study
period, to discuss what actions and costs, if any,
woul d be necessary to ensure a neani ngful study.

The signing parties believe the
stipulation is in the public interest, and
respectfully request the Comm ssion approve the

stipulation as fil ed.
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Page 14
Does that concl ude your statenent?

It does.

MR. SOLANDER: M. Coneau is avail able for

questions fromthe parties.

Di vi si on.

MR. JETTER. No questions fromthe

SNARR:  No questions fromthe Ofice.
MECHAM  No questi ons.
HAYES: No questi ons.

5 » 3

GARDNER:  And no questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, M. Coneau.
MR. COVEAU. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Sol ander, does the

14 Conpany have any other wi tnesses with respect to the

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

stipul ation?

MR. SOLANDER: Wth respect to the

sti pul ati on, no.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ckay.
M Jetter?
MR. JETTER:  Thank you.

The D vision would li ke to call and have

sworn in M. Robert A. Davis.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Good norni ng, M. Davis.
THE W TNESS: Good nor ni ng.

*
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1 ROBERT A. DAVI S, rage 15

2 call ed as a witness, having been duly sworn,

3 was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

4

5 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

6

7 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

8 BY MR JETTER

9 Q M. Davis, would you please state your

10 nane and occupation for the record.

11 A My name is Robert A Davis. I'ma utility

12 analyst for the Division of Public UWilities.

13 Q Thank you. And in the course of your

14 appointnment with the Division, have you had the

15 opportunity to review the filings and prefiled

16 testinony of this docket?

17 A | have.

18 Q And have you al so had an opportunity to

19 reviewthe -- it's titled "Stipulation and Parti al

20 Settlenent Agreenent” that's been filed and signed by

21 the parties in this docket?

22 A | have.

23 Q And what is your opinion of the settlenent

24 and sti pul ati on?

25 A The parties reached a settlenent on all
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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] . ] Page 16
I ssues except the tinme-of-use rates, and tinme periods

for the pilot. The Division signed and supports the
stipul ation.

Q And do you believe approval of the
stipulation, as it's been presented to the Conm ssi on,
woul d be just, reasonable, and in the public interest?

A | do.

MR. JETTER:. Thank you.

I have no further questions of M. Davis.
He is avail abl e for cross-exam nation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER. Does any party have
questions for M. Davis?

MR. MECHAM  None.

MR. SNARR:  None.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, M. Jetter.
Thank you, M. Davis.

M. Snarr?

MR. SNARR  Yes, on behalf of the Ofice
we'd like to present Cheryl Miurray as a wtness, and
we can do that right here at the table, if that's all
right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER. OF cour se.

*
*

*
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1 CHERYL MURRAY, rage
2 call ed as a witness, having been duly sworn,

3 was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

4

5 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

6

7 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

8 BY MR SNARR:

9 Q Pl ease state your nane, business address,
10 and for whom you worKk.

11 A My nanme is Cheryl Murray. M address is
12 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City. | work for the
13 O fice of Consuner Services.

14 Q Wth respect to this case and this

15 particul ar phase, did you prepare evidence -- or

16 testinony to be submtted?

17 A Yes, | did.

18 Q And did you submt direct testinony

19 consisting of 18 pages filed on April 6th, 2017, as

N DN N N N DN
ag b~ wWw N = O

well as rebuttal testinony consisting of 14 pages
filed on April 26th, 2017, and surrebuttal testinony
consisting of six pages filed on May 16th, 20177

A Yes.

Q Do you have any changes to your testinony

at this tinme?

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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1 A. Yes, | do. rage 2o
2 Q Wth respect to direct testinony, could

3 you tell us what changes have you nade?

4 A Certainly.

5 Page 3 Line 49: Change "two wtnesses" to
6 "one witness." The corrected line should read, "The

7 office has one witness in addition to nyself."

8 Page 3: Strike Lines 50 through 52, which
9 reads "1. M. Janes Daniel will address the rate
10 design and other elenments of Rate Options 1 and 2,
11 conponents of the Conpany's proposed ED TQU pilot."
12 On that sanme page, Line 53: Strike the
13 nunber "2."
14 On Page 15, Line 313: Strike everything
15 after the word "Yes," which would be as identified in

N DD N DN NN N P P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O

the direct testinony of M. Daniels at Lines 261 to
269.
On Page 15, Line 314: Capitalize the
letter "1" in the first word, "In."
Q Do you have any changes to your rebutta

testinony?

A Yes, | do.
Q Wul d you present them
A Yes.

Page 8 Line 178: Renove the word, "our,

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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Page 19

and replace with the word "a.
Page 14, Line 299: Strike the words "as
proposed by the Ofice in direct testinony."
Those are all ny changes.
Q Thank you.
Do you have a statenment in support of the

settl enent that has been referenced?

A. Yes, | do.

Q Coul d you present that at this tinme?
A Yes.

Q Did you participate in the settl enent

di scussi ons?

A | did.

Q Does the O fice support the settlenent as
filed?

A Yes, we do.

Q Do you have sone testinony to provide in
support of that settlenent?

A Yes.

In ny direct testinony |I recomended
several mnor nodifications to the tariff, which the
Conpany accepted in its rebuttal testinony. Since
that time, through discussion and negoti ati ons,
further nodifications have been nade to the tariff,

and are included in the tariff attached to the

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

_ _ Page 20
sti pul ati on.

Sone of the inmportant tariff changes
include the following: As originally filed,

Schedul e 120, in the "Special Conditions" sections for
AC Level 2 charger prescripted incentive, and DC
fast-charger prescripted incentives, indicated that
custonmers who received an incentive nay be required to
consent by charger usage status.

In Schedule 21 filed with the stipulation
on May 15, consent to provide charger usage data is
now identified as a requirenent for receiving an
incentive. A simlar requirenent now al so exists for
custonmer projects and partnership incentives, if
appl i cabl e.

In direct testinony the Ofice recommended
that the Conpany should create a newtariff related
specifically to | oad research study participants. 1In
the rebuttal testinony of M. Robert Meredith, the
Conpany accepted the recomendati on and provi ded such
a tariff. |In negotiations, the parties agreed to that
tariff | anguage with certain nodifications, which are
i ncluded in Schedul e Nunber 121 attached to the
stipul ation.

In addition to the tariff changes, the

settlenment stipulation contained several key elenents

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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] ] o Page 21
inportant to the Ofice, such as the additional

reporting requirenments nenorialized in Exhibit D EZ
TOU pilot report requirenents agreenent regarding
ongoi ng neetings, and | oad research issues.

In nmy direct testinony | suggested that
addi ti onal technical conferences be required to
provide specific information regardi ng outreach and
education, and to explain the results of the Conpany's
RFP.

In the stipulation, parties agreed to neet
to discuss a nunber of issues of concern to the Ofice
and others. Although not set as a technica
conference, the Ofice is satisfied that this wl|
provi de the opportunity to obtain the information we
wer e seeki ng.

| would al so note that these neetings wll
provi de an opportunity to explore whether changes to
the incentives are warranted, and provide a forumto
address sone of the issues raised by parties that
could not be included in the subtle design of the
programat this tine.

The design of the | oad research study is a
maj or issue for the Ofice. Qur primary concern was
t hat obtaining survey information fromboth Level 1

and Level 2 residential chargers would not provide
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statistically significant information w thout further

stratification by type of charger

The stipulation requires the residenti al
| oad research participants will be required to have AC
Level 2 chargers. Limting the |oad research study to
only those with AC Level 2 chargers alleviates our
concern and elimnates the need for additiona
stratification.

Taken as a whole, the Ofice believes that
the stipulation is in the public interest, and
recommends that the Conm ssion approve it.

Q Does that concl ude your statenent?
A Yes. It does.

MR SNARR: At this time we'd Iike to nove
the adm ssion of exhibits that the Ofice sponsors.
There are three exhibits identified as direct,
rebuttal, and surrebuttal testinmony with -- submtted
by Cheryl Murray.

We al so have the direct testinony of
M. Jacob Thomas, and one exhibit, and we'd like to
nove those into evidence as well. H's testinony
primarily is directed at the issues that were
addressed and resolved by way of the stipul ation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, M. Snarr.

They're adm tted.
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Does any party have any cross-examnm nation

Ms. Murray on the stipul ation?

Anything else, M. Snarr, at this tine?

MR. SNARR: Not hing el se.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

M. Mecham

MR. MECHAM  Thank you, M. Hammer.

ChargePoint would call M. Janes Ellis
(appeari ng by phone).

MR MECHAM M. Ellis, can you hear ne?

MR. ELLIS: Yes, | can hear you. I''m
having a hard tine hearing all of the discussion but |
hear you.

MR. MECHAM Ckay. We woul d ask that
M. Ellis be sworn.

HEARI NG OFFICER M. Ellis, this is
presiding officer, Mchael Hamer.

M. Ellis, do you swear to tell the t
t oday?

M. Ellis, can you hear ne?

MR. ELLIS: Yes, | can hear you.

MR. HAMMER. This is M chael Hammer,
presiding officer.

ruth

t he
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1 JAMES ELLI S, rage =4
2 call ed as a witness, having been duly sworn,

3 was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

4

5 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

6 MR MECHAM  Thank you.

.

8 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

9 BY MR MECHAM

10 Q M. Ellis, would you pl ease state your

11 nane and busi ness address for the record, please.

12 A James Ellis. | reside at 6215 Robin Hil
13 Road; Nashville, Tennessee.

14 Q Thank you. And what is your position at
15 ChargePoint?

16 A I"'mdirector of utility solutions at

17 Char gePoi nt .

18 Q And did you cause to be filed direct

19 testinony consisting of 12 pages on April 6th of this

N DN N N N DN
ag b~ wWw N = O

year, and surrebuttal testinony consisting of three

pages dated May 16th of this year?

A Yes, | did.

Q And if | were to ask you the questions
that are in those -- in those exhibits, would they be
the sane today?
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1 A Yes, they are. rage 2
2 Q Thank you.

3 And does ChargePoi nt support the

4 stipulation?

5 A Char gePoi nt supports the stipulation.

6 Q Thank you.

7 M. Hammer, | would nove the adm ssion of
8 the two pieces of evidence which | marked as

9 ChargePoint Exhibit 1 and ChargePoi nt Exhibit 1SR

10 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  They're adm tt ed.

11 MR. MECHAM Thank you. Thank you.

12 And if there are no questions for

13 M. Ellis, I would ask that he be excused.

14 HEARI NG OFFI CER. Does any party have any
15 questions for M. Ellis?

16 MR. SNARR: The O fice has no questi ons.
17 MR. JETTER. No questi ons.

18 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, M. Ellis.
19 You're excused.

20 MR. SNARR: The office would ask --

21 THE W TNESS: Thank you.

22 MR. SNARR: Excuse ne.

23 HEARI NG OFFI CER: Do you want M. Ellis to
24 stay on the |ine?

N
(6]

MR. SNARR:  No.
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Page 26

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ckay.

MR. SNARR  Pardon ne.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Go ahead.

MR. SNARR: W have asked for the
subm ssion of M. Jacob Thonmas's evi dence.

We didn't ask whet her anyone wanted to
cross-examne him but we offer that as well.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Okay. Thank you.

Does any party have any questions for the
W t ness?

We'l |l proceed with Ms. Hayes, then.

M5. HAYES: Thank you. Utah C ean Energy
will call M. Kevin Enerson to the wtness stand.

cal

BY MS.

Q

KEVI N EMERSON,
| ed as a witness, having been duly sworn,

was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
HAYES:
Good norning, M. Enerson.

WIl you pl ease state your nane and

25 position for the record?

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

1 A Yes. M nane is Kevin Enerson. | an1??%§ °f
2 energy efficiency programdirector for Uah C ean

3 Energy.

4 Q Thank you. WII you pl ease speak sonmewhat
5 nore slowy?

6 A I"mglad to.

7 Q Thank you.

8 Did you file direct testinony in this

9 docket on April 6th?

10 A Yes, | submitted direct testinony rel ated
11 to the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Incentive on
12 behalf of Utah C ean Energy, and the Sout hwest

13 Efficiency Project as part of this docket.

14 Q And did you also participate in the

15 settlenment discussions that led to the settl enent

16 stipulation we are discussing this norning?

17 A Yes, | did.

18 Q Do you have a statenent you have prepared
19 regarding that stipulation?

20 A Yes, | do.

21 Utah C ean Energy supports the settl enent
22 filed as part of M. Meredith's testinmony on May 15t h.
23 Qur main concern with regard to the

24 Conpany's proposed el ectric-vehicle incentives was

N
(6]

provi di ng robust incentives for smart, at-hone vehicle
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char gi ng. rage 8
Anal ysis fromldaho National Laboratory
shows that over 80 percent of charging is done at
home. Charging during off-peak hours, which wll
| argely take place at honme and during the night, wll
have the |l east inpact on the utility system
Therefore Utah C ean Energy feels strongly
that it is in the best interest of the system and
also in the interest of fairness for residential

custoners, that incentives for at-hone Level 2
charging infrastructure be thoroughly eval uated and
i ncluded in future years.

Rat epayers that live in apartnents and
condom ni uns shoul d have the opportunity to charge at
home, and Ut ah Cl ean Energy believes that given the
i ncreased conplexity of installing electric vehicle
charging infrastructure in a nulti-famly setting,
that a higher incentive than one proposed is |ikely
needed for nulti-famly properties.

To address our concerns regarding Level 2
residential and nmulti-famly charging infrastructure,
the settlenent includes a few things: increased,
up-to, or maximumincentives in non-residential, and
DC fast-charging electric-vehicle infrastructure

i ncl udes nore explicit |anguage indicating that
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multi-famly properties are eligible for incentives

t hrough the non-residential DC fast charger and
grant - based custom project categories; it includes the
commtnment fromthe Conpany to provide a status update
on programactivity in the first quarter of 2018; and
it includes a commtnent fromthe Conpany to neet with
interested parties after the first year of program
operation to eval uate adding Level 2 incentives for
at - honme charging, and to eval uate increasing

incentives for multi-famly charging infrastructure.

Q Does that concl ude your statenent?
A Yes.
Q Thank you.

Utah C ean Energy at this tine would nove
the adm ssion of the direct testinony of Kevin Enerson

mar ked as Utah C ean Energy Exhibit 4.0 and woul d nmake

17 M. Enerson avail able for questions.
18 HEARI NG OFFICER It's admtted, and does
19 any party have any questions for M. Enerson at this
20 time?
21 Ckay. Thank you, M. Enerson.
22 Anything else at this tinme, M. Hayes?
23 M5. HAYES: Not at this tinme. Thank you.
24 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.
25 Ms. Gardner.
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M5. GARDNER  Thank you.
West ern Resource Advocates calls

Kenneth L. Wtness (sic) -- Kenneth L. Wtness? --

Page 30

Kenneth L. WIson as our witness, and woul d ask that

he be sworn in at this time.

KENNETH L. W LSON,
called as a wtness, having been duly sworn,

was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. GARDNER:
Q M. WIson, can you pl ease state your
and busi ness address for the record.
A Kenneth L. WIson. Business address f
Western Resource Advocates is 2260 Basel i ne Road,

Suite 200; Boul der, Col orado 80302.

nane

or

Q And M. W/ son, can you please state your

position with Western Resource Advocates.

A Yes. |'mthe engineering fellow

Q Did you file a copy of your CV in Phase |

of this docket on November 9th, 2016 narked as WRA

Exhibit 1.17?
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1 A. Yes, | did. rage st
2 Q And did you file direct testinony in

3 Phase Il of this docket on April 6th, 2017, marked as
4 WRA Exhibit 2.07?

5 A Yes.

6 Q Did you file rebuttal testinony, also on
7 Phase 111, on April 27th, 2017, marked as WRA

8 Exhibit 3.07?

9 A Yes.
10 Q And did you file surrebuttal testinony in
11 this docket on May 16th, 2017 marked as WRA

12 Exhibit 4.07?

13 A Yes, | did.

14 Q And finally, did you also file an

15 Exhibit A to Exhibit 4.0 on May 16th, 2017 entitl ed,
16 "A Review of Alternative Rate Designs," authored by
17 the Rocky Mountain Institute?

18 A Yes.

19 Q And to the best of your know edge,
20 M. Wlson, is everything in your testinony true and
21 correct?
22 A It is. However, there's sone
23 clarification regarding a section of ny surrebuttal

N N
(6 BN SN

that I would like to nake when | testify to the rate

structures, so | can do that a bit later.
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1 Q kay. And M. WIlson, was WRA a si gnal?%grey32
2 to the settlenment agreenment filed with the Comm ssion
3 by Rocky Mountain Power on behalf of the settling

4 parties on May 16th, 20177

5 A Yes, we were.

6 The parties di scussed nunerous i ssues.

7 WRA had two main issues that were addressed in the

8 settlenment. One was extending the length of the pil ot
9 in the way that Rocky Mountain Power discussed; and
10 the second was to focus on Level 2 chargers. And so
11 both of those issues were taken care of in the

12 settlenent and we are very confortable signing it.

13 Q And M. WIlson, just one follow up there.
14 Do you believe that to the best of your
15 know edge that the settlenent agreenent is just,

16 reasonable, and in the public interest?

17 A. Yes, | do.

18 Q Thank you.

19 So at this tinme WRA woul d nove for the

20 adm ssion of all of M. WIlson's testinony, his CV, as
21 well as Exhibit A

22 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  They're adm tt ed.

23 M5. GARDNER:  Thank you.

24 M. WIlson is avail able for questions.

25 HEARI NG OFFI CER: Does any party have any
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1 questions for M. WIson? rage s9

2 Ms. Gardner, anything el se?

3 M5. GARDNER. No, that's all. Thank you.

4 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

5 Anything el se fromany party before we

6 proceed to discussing the renmaining issues -- or

7 should say, receiving testinony on the remaining

8 issues?

9 MR. SOLANDER: If | didn't nove so before,
10 I'd nove that the stipulation and partial settlenent
11 agreenent of Phase Ill issues be entered into the
12 record.

13 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  They're entered. Thank
14 you.

15 Al right. Then we'll proceed.

16 M. Sol ander, please call your first

17 W t ness.

18 MR. SOLANDER: Thank you. The Conpany

19 calls M. Robert Meredith in support of the Conpany's

N N N DN
w N - O

24
25

proposed ti ne-of -use prograns.

ROBERT M MEREDI TH,
called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

*
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Page 34
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

MR, SOLANDER: Good norning, M. Meredith.
MR. MEREDI TH.  Mor ni ng.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR SOLANDER:

Q Wul d you pl ease state and spell your nane
for the record.

A Robert M Meredith. R-o-b-e-r-t, M,
Me-r-e-d-i-t-h

Q And what is your current position with
Paci fi Cor p?

A Manager of pricing and cost of service.

Q And is this your first tine testifying in
front of the Utah Public Service Conm ssion?

A It is.

Q Coul d you just give the Conm ssion a brief
summary of your background and how you canme to your
current position?

A Sure. |'ve been working with the Conpany
for about 12 years in the custoner service regulation
and integrated resource planning departnents in
various roles of increasing responsibility.

In March of 2016 | assunmed ny present

position, and in this role |I'mresponsible for
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_ _ — Page 35
overseeing the analysis and the work that's entaile

wi th supporting the prices and the cost of service
analysis for all six states that Pacifi Corp serves.

Q And as part of those duties, did you cause
to be filed direct, rebuttal, and surrebuttal
testinony in Phase IIl of this proceedi ng?

A | did.

Q And do you have any corrections or

additions to any of those pieces of testinony that

you'd like to nmake at this tinme?

A | do not.

Q Have you prepared a statenment -- a sumary
statenment in support of the Conpany's position with
respect to tine-of-use rates?

A Yes, | have.

Q Pl ease proceed.

A Good norning. 1'd first like to say that

| appreciate the tinme, effort, and thoughtful ness the

various parties have put into this effort to devel op
an electric vehicle tinme-of-use pilot.

Prior to our Phase |1l filing, five
wor kshops were held to discuss the pilot. There have
been two rounds of testinony and several settlenent
di scussions that have culmnated in the stipulation
and partial settlenent agreenent of Phase Il issues.
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_ . _ “Page 36
| think that this partial settlenent is

just, reasonable, in the public interest, and noves
forward many of the issues for the pilot.

This partial settlenent resolved all
I ssues pertaining to the electric-vehicle tine-of-use
pilot, except for the rates and the time-of-use
peri ods.

From ny review of other parties'
surrebuttal testinony, other parties have al so
expressed their support for the tine-of-use periods
that the Conpany proposed. The only renaining issue
in dispute anong the parties, therefore, is the rates
t hensel ves.

Western Resource Advocates supports the
two rate designs that the Conpany proposes. This
i ncl udes two clean tine-of-use options, one with a
noderate differential in on- to off-peak prices that
i s about seven cents a kilowatt hour off peak, and 22
cents a kilowatt hour on peak; and another with a nore
pronounced differential that is about three cents per
kil owatt hour off peak, and 34 cents per kilowatt hour
on peak.

The Conpany's proposed rates are easy to
under stand, woul d produce results that woul d provide

meani ngful information, and woul d encourage PEB
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_ _ _ Page 37
chargi ng outside of the tines when the Conpany's peaks

occur .

The two rate options proposed by the
Conpany are different enough that strong inferences
could be drawn for several variables, and useful
i nformati on could be gl eaned from both the | oad
research study as well as for custoners who opt into
one of the rates, apart fromthe | oad research study.

The Division, the Ofice, and Utah C ean
Ener gy have coal esced around two options: one that is
the sane as the Conpany's Rate Option 1, and anot her
that is otherwi se the sane, but has inverted tier
bl ocks such that additional nonthly energy consunption
Is charged at a higher rate.

Testing a tiered option conpared to a
non-tiered option, specifically for the purposes of an
el ectric-vehicle tine-of-use pilot, doesn't naeke a
whol e | ot of sense to ne. The tiered-rate option that
the Ofice, the Division, and Utah C ean Energy
proposed is not very different fromRate Option 1.

|"mnot sure what we would learn, if
anything, fromtesting out these two different rate
opti ons agai nst one ot her.

Wil e energy charge tiers are being

extoll ed by the other parties as a tool to encourage
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. _ Page 38
overall energy reductions, | don't really think that

we woul d be able to parse out the inpact that tiers
woul d specifically have on energy reductions from
their proposal in this pilot.

Ti me-of -use participants for this pilot
woul d be i ndividuals who perhaps very recently have
adopted electric vehicles, and could have a | ot of
usage associated wth that electric-vehicle charging.
| do not know how reliable any estinmates of energy
efficiency could actually be for this popul ati on of
cust oners.

Furthernore, tiered rates may encourage
energy efficiency, but they discourage
el ectric-vehicle adoption. You cannot both di scourage
ener gy usage and encourage additional |oad from
el ectric vehicles; the two goals are dianetrically
opposed to one another. Tiered rates nmay encourage
energy efficiency, but they do so to the detrinent of
el ectric-vehicl e adoption.

Finally, tiers send a blunt price signa
for custoners to reduce overall energy usage. On the
ot her hand, tine-of-use prices send a better, nore
detail ed, cost-informed, price signal for custoners to
use energy at the right tines. And it's nore

i nportant for custoners to use energy at the right
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. . Page 39
tines than it is for themto use | ess overall

Concluding an option with tiers distracts
the Company's final analysis for this pilot and al so
di stracts custoners fromthe nore critical finding
that we're seeking in this pilot, which is: Wuat is
the pricing incentive, or the bill savings, that wll
entice custonmers to use | ess during on-peak tines?

For all these reasons | recommend that the
Conmmi ssi on approve the Conpany's proposed rate options
for the electric-vehicle tinme-of-use pilot. Thank
you.

MR. SOLANDER: Thank you. M. Meredith is
avai |l abl e for cross-exam nation by the parties or
guestions fromthe Comm ssion.

HEARI NG OFFI CER. M. Jetter.

MR. JETTER. No questions fromthe

Di vision. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:. M ss Murray?
l'"'msorry. M. Snarr.
MR. SNARR: Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER: | denoted you,
M. Snarr. |'msorry.
MR. SNARR: |'m denoted now, but if |
don't get it right, Ms. Miurray can follow up. Thank

you.
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di spute that the Conm ssion should address at this

1 | have some questions. rage 40
2

3 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

4 BY MR SNARR

5 Q Directing your attention to your

6 surrebuttal testinony at Lines 29 through 37, you

7 identified the issues you understand to still be in

8

9

hearing, and you've tal ked about sone of the issues
here in your summary.

Wul d you agree wwth ne that the bullet
points you set forth at Lines 34 through 37 of your
testinony are no longer in dispute?

A Yes, | woul d.
Q Ckay.

Wth respect to the issues that do remain
in dispute, isn't it true that they are conpeting
proposals on how to design two TOU rates: one where
Rocky Mountain proposes to design two different rates,
one that was a 3:1 rate differential, and one with a
| arger rate differential; and a counter-proposa
supported by other parties where one rate woul d
I nclude a nodest rate differential and the other TQU
rate woul d be based off the sanme rate differential but

woul d feature tiered or inclining block rates?
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Page 41
A That's correct. That's ny understandi ng.

Q Let's now address the issues that relate
to the tiered or inclining block rates. At Lines 105
t hrough 107 of your surrebuttal testinony, you state,

“"While tiers have general ly been
instituted to encourage efficiency,
for policy reasons they can be a
barrier for custoners seeking to buy
or lease a PEV'; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Have you conducted any studies to know if
that statenent is true?

A | have not conducted any specific studies
to know whet her that statenent is true, but | believe
that custoners do respond to price signals, and having
a higher energy rate will, all things equal, for sone
custoners, be a barrier.

Q Do you have any ideas as to how many
el ectric-vehicle owners there are in the state of Uah
service territory?

A | don't know exactly right now M
understanding is that it's sonewhere between 2000 and
2500.

Q Ckay. Isn't it true that nost of those

custoners have sone type of charger situated at their

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

] . . Page 42
home to charge their electric vehicle?
A That's correct.
Q And isn't it true that those custoners

utilizing a home charger would receive electricity
t hrough the Rocky Muntain Power residential rate
that's currently in place?

A That's ny understandi ng, yes, they woul d.

Q And isn't it also true that the rates that
apply to those residential custoners are designed with
tiers or inclining block rates to encourage
conservation?

A They are.

Q And to discourage the extent of use of
el ectricity?

A That's the policy objectives that tiered
rates have right now, yes.

Q So these 2000 to 2500 consuners in Ut ah
have sonehow found their way to buying an electric
vehicle thus far; isn't that right?

A They have, but | would note that 2000 to
2500 is not a very |arge nunber of our custoners who

have el ectric vehicles right now, so --

Q As you understand the proposed pilot rate
study, wll the study focus on the habits or
i nclinations of consuners who m ght be considering the
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purchase or | ease of an electric vehicle?

A Qur study will specifically I ook for --
the | oad research study we'll specifically exam ne
custoners who have an el ectric vehicle already.
However, we w Il always, through surveys, understand
whet her any custoners -- whether the tinme-of-use rates
or the presence of those tine-of-use rates was
sonet hing that hel ped entice those custoners to nmake
t hat decision, because it is going to be available for
up to 1000 custoners to specifically opt in to one of
the two rate options.

And so | think that sone custoners wll
specifically see that and realize that there may be
cheaper rates available to themif they can charge
their electric vehicle during the off-peak period, and
knowi ng that -- and | ooking at what their savings
m ght be -- that may push them over the edge into
maki ng that decision to either purchase or | ease an
el ectric vehicle.

Q Now, does -- your study program has a
process whereby you're going to attenpt to identify
t hose people who woul d participate in the programwth
an electric vehicle; is that correct?

A Can you -- so you're saying we'll identify

t hose peopl e who have an electric vehicle presently?
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) es.

A Yes. And that is what we wll
specifically use to target our |oad research study,
where we' Il be specifically focused on the behaviors
of custonmers who are on one of the two tine-of-use
options; or a control group who are subject to the
standard rates that they are right now, and then
seeing what naturally would occur with their charging
behavi or.

Q So the primary focus of the study is to
exam ne the chargi ng behavior, whether they're on the
standard residential rate, whether they were on one of
the two tinme-of-use rates; is that right?

A I think that's one of the main things that
we're going to be looking at, but | think that also
the pilot as it's currently structured has two
conponents: one conponent which is a |oad research
study specifically, which has higher incentive |evels
to entice existing electric vehicle custoners to be on
that study right away, and to be on one of the two
rate options, or to not be able to be on one of the
two rate options and be on a control group.

And then that's going to have anot her
segnment which is going to be custoners who decide to

choose one of these two tine-of-use options; and those
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custoners may be existing electric vehicle CUStOﬂEE%?e 45
or may be prospective ones who -- specifically those
tinme-of-use rates played a role in their decision to
adopt an electric vehicle.

Q Has Rocky Mountain considered offering the
tinme-of-use rates to custoners that don't have
el ectric vehicles?

A We do offer a time-of-use option for
custoners who don't have electric vehicles. CQur
Schedule 2 is an option that custoners who don't have
el ectric vehicles may choose.

Q Al right.

In the study you're proposing, you will be
conparing the three different groups as part of your
pilot study; is that correct?

A It's part of the | oad research study, yes:
a control group, and Rate Option 1, and Rate QOption 2.

Q So necessarily there's going to be sone
conpari son nade between custoners who m ght be on a
rate that would include sone tiered or inclining
bl ocks - -

A Yes.

Q -- as well as those that are not?

A Yes.

Q And to include one nore rate, a
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time-of-use rate that would have a tiered or a bl ock

feature woul d not conplicate the study nuch, because
you're already dealing with a tiered rate in a
residential program aren't you?

A | think ny primary contention wth having
atiered rate versus a rate that is not tiered is
that, first, as | nentioned in ny sumrary statenent
there is not a whole Iot of difference between the
tiers that are being proposed.

And | think that specifically we're
wanting to look at two differentials that are fairly
far apart fromone another, in terns of the price
signals that custonmers would see, and | believe that
that will provide nore useful information in terns of
under st andi ng char gi ng behavi or and ot her vari abl es
that | think are useful, such as what role this may
play in electric-vehicle adoption.

Q Have you reviewed the testinony -- the
surrebuttal testinony of -- of Utah C ean Energy's
Sarah Wi ght?

A. Yes, | have.

Q And isn't it true that the Uah C ean
Energy's rate proposal involving tiers, ,that Tier 2
woul d not becone applicable until after |evels

contenpl ated for average residential usage and
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antici pated normal electric vehicle chargi ng usage

woul d fully accomobdat e?

A For the average custoner, the way that ny
understanding is: She has designed this such that a
typi cal custonmer who uses about 700 kil owatt hours per
nont h and then has additional |oad of about 300
kil owatt hours a nonth, which would enconpass -- |
think what |'ve said nay be sort of a typical energy
| evel of charging for a thousand mles a nonth. That
woul d all add up to 1000 kil owatt hours.

However, if a customer had all 1000 of
those kilowatt hours during the off-peak period, those

custonmers woul d be subject to the tiered rates.

I would al so note that many custoners are
not the average. There will be many who are bel ow
t hat average and nany who are above that average. And

so for those custoners who are above the average,
those tiers potentially are a little bit nore of a
barrier for that custoner, a little bit |Ionger of a
payback period for that custoner, in terns of their
deci sion to adopt an electric vehicle.

Q In your sunmary just presented earlier
today, you said that

"The usage for electric vehicles

shoul d be encouraged and is

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

Page 48
dianetrically opposed to the policies
we have with reference to energy
conservation," or words to that
effect.
A I think what | said was that specifically

with this pilot which is -- we are naking this ap --
we' ve made this application for this pilot and we're
| ooking to have this electric-vehicle pilot to
specifically respond to the provision in the STEP Act,
whi ch | ooks to encourage el ectric-vehicle charging
during the off-peak period. And so | think that for
that, the goals of specifically encouragi ng energy
efficiency and di scouragi ng el ectric-vehicle adoption
are dianetrically opposed to one anot her.

So | would say that for our existing
rates, yes, right now they may encourage energy
ef ficiency, but they do al so di scourage
el ectric-vehicle adoption.

Q So with respect to the current rates,
woul d | contenplate a proposal from Rocky Mount ai n:
We just take off the existing tiers for residenti al
rates, if you happen to have an electric vehicle?

A That's not specifically what the Conpany
IS proposing right now.

What we are |ooking at is a tine-of-use
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options (sic) where custonmers who opt to be into a

tinme-of-use rate -- where those custoners now have the
opportunity for nmuch higher bills if their energy
occurs nore during the on-peak period -- would no

| onger be subject to the tiers, because they are now
subject to a nore cost-based, nore-detail ed pricing,
whi ch i ncludes tine-of-use prices.

Q | guess the real question is: Can
time-of-use pricing co-exist in a world where we're
al so trying to encourage energy conservation?

A They can co-exist, but | think they
underm ne sonme of the goals that are trying to be
achi eved here, specifically encouraging electric

vehi cl e charging during the off-peak peri od.

MR. SNARR: | have no further questions.
HEARI NG OFFI CER. Thank you.
M. Mechanf?
MR. MECHAM | have no questions, thank
you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Ms. Hayes?
M5. HAYES: Good norning, M. Meredith.
MR. MEREDI TH:  Good nor ni ng.
*
*
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CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY Ms. HAYES:

Q

testi nony,

If I could direct you to your surrebuttal
at Line 100, you say,

“In this pilot, tiers would distract
fromthe primary nessage for

custoners to manage their hourly

energy consunption with tine of

use" --

I'"'mso sorry -- pardon ne.

I"'mreading fromM. Mredith's testinony

at Line 100 in his surrebuttal.

> O »

Q

“In this pilot, tiers would distract
fromthe primary nessage for

custonmers to manage their hourly

energy consunption with tine of use."
That's what it says; is that correct?
Yes.

This is -- this is your opinion, correct?
It 1s nmy opinion.

You don't -- this isn't based on a study

you' ve actually conducted already, is it?

A
Q

No.
Al right. And -- and -- or -- or that

25 ot hers have conducted; studies that others have
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2 A That's correct.

3 Q Al right. In your statenent just now,

4 you said that tiered tine-of-use rates would

5 di scourage electric-vehicle adoption; is that correct?

6 A Yes.

7 Q It's true, though, isn't it, that one of

8 Utah Clean Energy's explicit objectives in this docket

9 is to encourage electric-vehicle adoption, isn't it?

10 A Yes.

11 Q And that that was one of our primary

12 objectives in designing the tiered tinme-of-use rate

13 that we did?

14 A Yes.

15 Q Al right. Have you reviewed Utah C ean

16 Energy's tiered tine-of-use Rate Option 27?

17 A Yes, | have.

18 Q And if you want a visual, it's Sarah

19 Wight's surrebuttal, Page 45.

20 And in your surrebuttal you did sone

21 anal ysis regarding the cost of charging and the sinple

22 payback of an electric vehicle --

23 A Uh- huh.

24 Q -- at different tinme-of-use prices. And

25 1'd like to -- to sort of explore those with you. But
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

_ . ] ] Page 52
| ooking at this conparison of Rocky Mountain Power's

Rate Option 1 and Utah Clean Energy's Rate Option 2,
it"'s true, isn't it, that the on-peak Tier 2 price of
Utah Clean Energy's Option 2 is exactly the sane as
the on-peak tier in Rocky Muuntain Power's Rate

Option 1; is that correct?

A And you're referring to the 2.2755 cents
IS --

Q Yes.

A -- the sane between the greater than 200

kil owatt hours consunption in Utah C ean Energy's Rate

Option 2 versus the Conpany's proposed Rate

Option 1 --
Q Yes.
A -- for on peak?
Yes, they're the sane.
Q Al right. And with regard to the
of f-peak prices, Utah Cean Energy's off-peak prices

be in the first tier in Uah Cean Energy's option,
the Utah C ean Energy's first tier is 6.1 cents, which
isalittle I ess than one cent bel ow Rocky Muntain
Power's 6.8 cents --

A Um hm

Q -- while our Tier 2 price is less than one

cent above --
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conplicated math, but if it takes 347 kilowatt hours a

nmonth to charge an electric vehicle, and it's |ess

1 A Uh- huh. rage 53
2 Q -- Rocky Muntain Power's price.

3 And so going to your -- your -- |l'msorry,

4 what exhibit is it? -- RMM-- TSR --

5 A It's TSR, yes.

6 Q Yes. | don't want to ask you to do any

.

8

9

than one cent nore per kilowatt hour to charge
entirely in the second tier under Utah C ean Energy's

option, that's around four dollars nore a nonth,

right?
A | haven't done the math but | woul d say
that relative to what Utah C ean Energy was | ooking at

in the rebuttal testinony where the differential was
t wo- and-a-half cents per kilowatt hour, now novi ng
forward to the surrebuttal testinony which has a
differential during the off-peak period of about
1.6 cents a kilowatt hour, | would say that the
1.6 cents a kilowatt hour is better in terns of not
di scouragi ng el ectric-vehicle adoption as nuch.

I woul d al so say, though, that | ooking at
specifically the difference in the surrebuttal rates,
these rates are |l ess discouraging to electric-vehicle

adoptions, but also say that they are so simlar to
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Rate Option 1 that it's going to be very chall enging

to understand very much fromthese rates.

And | don't think they're very different
fromone another to where we could really draw any
strong inferences fromthat, fromthe 1.6 cents for
this specific popul ation.

Q But you don't know that, having not
actual l y undergone the | oad research study?

A No. But | know that |ooking at these
rates and seeing how close they are to one anot her,
and just thinking nyself about in a few years from now
having to wite a report and | ook at how that nmay have
I nfl uenced specifically energy reductions -- which |
think is what Utah Cl ean Energy is wanting to
understand -- is howtiered rates may influence
conservati on.

| think it's going to be very chall enging
to be able to tell that there's one rate option which
Is 6.8 cents a kilowatt hour, about, and another rate
option that's 6.1, versus 7.7 cents a kilowatt hour
during the off-peak period -- whether it's bel ow 800,
above 800 kilowatt hours -- | haven't done any
speci fic anal ysi s.

But | ooking at these rates, | think it's

going to be very challenging to try and parse out any
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sort of neaningful information fromthose.

Q But you've also said that tiers wll
distract from-- fromthe time-of-use price signals.
And so it's a little confusing which argunment you're
trying to nake.

| mean are the tiers going to distract
fromthe price signals or are they going to give
you -- give you the same results?

A So | think there's -- | think maybe, if |
may, what you're trying to say is: WIIl they distract
the Conpany's analysis, or wll it distract the
customers thenselves, in terns of deciding to consune
nore or | ess energy during the -- during the on- and
of f - peak periods and respond to the price signals. |Is
that what you're trying to understand, because --

Q What |'mtrying to understand is -- or
what -- it sounds |like we don't know what -- what the
inmpact will be. It sounds like you're making a | ot of
concl usi ons wi thout any evi dence.

A I think |ooking at these specific rates
and how close they are, | think that it's very likely
it will be really hard to say that a custoner has
really reduced their energy consunption, specifically
for electric-vehicle owers, because | think this is a

very uni que popul ation that we're dealing wth.
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| think it's going to be very chall enging

to be able to say whether they have reduced overall
energy consunption or not.

And | think there are, you know, a couple
of conpeting goals here with the rates that you're
| ooking at. | think that on the one hand you want to
have results that are neani ngful enough that you can
really see, you know, two different points and be able
to draw sone clear inferences where the two rates are
enough different fromone another to be able to draw
cl ear concl usi ons.

On the other hand, | can appreciate that
Utah C ean Energy al so does not want to di scourage
el ectric-vehicle adoption. | believe that that --
that they share that goal with the Conpany, and with
ot her parties in this case.

However, | think that these rates, as they

are, are so simlar, that | think that they may --

they are not as nuch of a barrier as what | had
previously described in terns of 1.6 cents conpared to
the two-and-a-half cents.

They are still sonewhat of a barrier, |
woul d say, and | think they are still very close to
where it's going to be very hard to understand any

sort of inpact fromenergy efficiency, specifically
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Q But as you said before, we have not
actually studied this in Uah, the inpact of tiered
rates with tinme-of-use rates, correct?
A We haven't specifically studied it but |
just -- a visual exam nation, and | think sonebody who
| ooks at Table 1 from Utah C ean Energy's surrebuttal
Wwll see that these rates are so cl ose, and
specifically | ooking at this popul ation of

10 el ectric-vehicle custoners, it's going to be very hard

11 to tell whether there was additional energy

12 efficiency.

13 I think also what will skew the results is

14 that there's going to be a natural inclination, |

15 think, for smaller users to want to select the tiered

16 option, and then | don't know what that will actually

17 tell us about -- about these custoners, even --

18 specifically for the custoners who opt into it.

19 | think the | oad research study wll also

20 be challenging to understand whether there's any

21 behavi oral changes, because the rates are so close to

22 one anot her.

23 Q There is al so a random assi gnnent group,

24 correct?

25 A Yep. Yeah. Yeah. That's what |I'm
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

_ _ Page 58
tal king about, the two different groups: one that's

selecting it, and one that's being randonly assi gned,

correct.

M5. HAYES: No further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.

Ms. Gardner?

M5. GARDNER: We have no questions at this
time.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Thank you.

| have just a couple.

EXAM NATI ON
BY THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:

Q M. Meredith, |eaving aside the
tiered-rate issue, | believe there was suggestion in
sonme of the witten testinony that with respect to

Option 2, sonething in the way of a conprom se of a
ratio of less than 10-to-1 m ght be an acceptable
sol uti on, sonething maybe in the nature of 5-to-1 or
6-to-1 for peak to off-peak pricing.
Wul d you consi der endorsi ng sonet hi ng

| ess than 10-to-1 for Option 2?

A | think that having a -- something |ess
than 10-to-1 that was not tiered would be better than

conparing a tiered versus a not-tiered option that are
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very cl ose to one anot her.

My preference would be the 10-to-1, but |
think the 6-to-1 or a 7-to-1 would al so give us usefu
information. | think that having those points sort of
far apart fromeach other but still providing fairly
robust savings in both options relative to what a
custoner can achieve with our present rates, including
our present tinme-of-use Schedule 2, | think having
those two points far apart fromeach other will all ow
us to be able to draw | i nes between those and be able

to clearly tell between different variables what the

i npacts nay be.
Q Thank you.
The other parties can speak for thenselves
but just for ny clarification: | thought | heard you
say that with respect to the tinme period that would be

used for the peak and off-peak period, there was no
| onger di sagreenent between the parties. Did | hear
you correctly?

A That's ny understanding fromreading the
surrebuttal testinony of the different parties.

Q kay. Well, we'll let them speak, but
wanted to make sure | understood you.

Finally, to the extent the Conm ssion were

inclined to adopt sonething like a 10-to-1 or a | arger
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ratio for Option 2, are there any neasures that the

Conpany, or specifically you woul d suggest, that m ght
be taken to put custoners on adequate notice that that
m ght not be an option that woul d survive the pil ot
pr ogr anf

A Absolutely. | think we need to be very
straightforward with our custoners and educate them
well that this is a pilot. These aren't necessarily
rates that wll continue forever, or even beyond this
pi |l ot period.

We are | ooking to gather information and
understand the inpacts, and then after that point they
may be continued in another formor nmay not be
cont i nued.

Q Do you have any specific recomrendati ons,
such as language, to the tariff? | realize that I'm
just dropping this on you right now, but do you think
that perhaps further notifications on the tariff or
sonme other process to notify custonmers woul d be

appropri ate?

A | think the tariff itself spells out that
it's for the pilot period and di scusses when it wl|
end.

Let ne find the tariff here -- but it
does -- it does say that it will end at the end of the
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step -- step pilot period. So I think that having

that and specifically having that addressed in the
custoner conmmuni cations that we send to custonmers w | |

be inportant, that they realize that this is a

program
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  All right. Thank you.
MR. MEREDI TH:  You're wel cone.
HEARI NG OFFI CER° M. Sol ander, any
redirect?
MR. SOLANDER: Thank you. No redirect.
HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Okay. Thank you,
M. Meredith.

M. Sol ander, do you have any ot her
W t nesses?
MR. SOLANDER: | do not. That concl udes

t he Conpany's presentation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Jetter.

MR JETTER The Division would like to
recall M. Robert A Davis. |I'mnot sure if he's -- |
t hi nk he hasn't been excused so he's sworn in, but --

HEARI NG OFFICER° M. Davis, you're still
under oat h.

MR. JETTER. Good norning, M. Davis.

*

*

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

1 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON rage b2
2 BY VR JETTER

3 Q Earlier in this hearing you provided your
4 nanme and occupation for the record so |'mnot going to
5 ask you that again, but I'd like to go through briefly
6 the testinony you filed in this docket.

7 Is it correct that you have caused to be

8 filed in this docket direct, rebuttal, and

9 surrebuttal, and because of the conplexity and
10 nul ti ple phases of this docket, I1'd like to identify
11 thema little nore specifically as PPO Exhi bit P3
12 1.0 direct, PPO Exhibit Nunber P3 1.0 rebuttal, and

13 PEO Exhi bit Nunmber P3 1.0 surrebuttal.

14 A That's correct.

15 Q And do you have any corrections or changes
16 you'd like to make to that testinony?

17 A | do not.

18 Q If you were asked the sanme questions that
19 are asked in your prefiled testinony that | just
20 identified today, would your answers remain the sane?
21 A They woul d.
22 Q Thank you.
23 I'"d like to nove to enter into the
24 evidence of this hearing the direct, rebuttal, and

N
(6]

surrebuttal that I've identified previously.
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1 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  They're adm tt ed. rage b9
2 MR JETTER  Thank you.

3 Q Have you prepared a brief statenent

4 summarizing the position of the D vision?

5 A | have.

6 Q Pl ease go ahead.

7 A The Division has reviewed the Conpany's

8 application for inplenentation of the electric-vehicle
9 incentive and tinme-of-use pricing prograns as outlined
10 in the Conm ssion's Phase IIl scheduling order in this
11 docket.
12 In ny direct testinony | expressed the
13 Division's concerns surroundi ng the Conpany's proposed
14 tinme-of-use option to -- as being simlar to its
15 Proposed Option 1, but only nore aggressive.
16 The Division expressed its concerns about
17 the possible punitive pricing structure of the

N DN N N N N P P
gag A W N B O © o

Conpany's Proposed Option 2, based on the custoner's
ability to shift |load, other than charging their
el ectric vehicles to off-peak peri ods.

Additionally the D vision had concerns
that the proposed price guarantee may di stort usage
behavior. In ny rebuttal testinony | expressed the
Di vision's concerns surroundi ng the proposed rate

desi gns and varying tinme periods proposed by the
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O fice of Consuner Services.

Simlarly | expressed the Division's
concerns surroundi ng the proposal of Utah C ean
Energy's rate designs using tiered rates and bl ocki ng
around a thousand kilowatt hours along with varying
time periods and super off-peak pricing.

In surrebuttal | stated that designing
rates requires bal ancing several often-opposing or
obj ectives of principles while trying to address all
the parties' expectations for a program such as the
El ectric Vehicle Incentive Program

Prior to filing testinony, the parties,

i ncluding the D vision, discussed several potenti al
rate designs and tine periods for the pilot.

The Division has not previously offered
its own rate designs because its rate designs were not
significantly different than the other parties'.
However, in ny surrebuttal | offered the Division's
support for the Conpany's Proposed Option 1, or one of
the options proposed by the O fice of Consuner
Services for one of the pilot options.

For the pilot's Option 2, the D vision
of fered support for Uah Cean Energy's tiered-rate
proposal with a different blocking structure providing

the billing conparison sent a strong enough signal to
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the custonmer to charge their electric vehicles off
peak.

The Division's underlying expectation for
the electric-vehicle pilot has been defined as two
rate designs that are cost based and potentially could
be used or adapted going forward after the pilot ends.

One of the key points to that is an
attenpt to understand el ectric-vehicle custoner
behavi or and determ ne what will incent (sic) those
custoners to charge their electric vehicles off peak,
and encourage themto use energy nore efficiently.

Therefore the Division supports the
Conpany's tinme-of-use Option 1 with a two-part on-peak
of f-peak pricing structure, and a 3-to-1 ratio as
Option 1 for the pilot.

The Di vision further supports the
Conpany's proposed tinme periods of 3:00 p.m to
8:00 p.m for the summer and winter nonths, with an
additional 8:00 a.m to 10:00 a.m w ndow during the
wi nter nonths excl udi ng weekends and hol i days for both
proposed tine-of-use rate options.

Since rebuttal testinony, the parties had
several discussions regarding a tine-of-use Option 2
proposal that would optimally support the pilot. The

expectation of the tinme-of-use rate to incent
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custoners to charge their electric vehicles off peak

al so needs to consider bill inpacts that may occur as
a result of the proposed rates conbined with the
custoner's ot her energy-use behavi ors.

From t hese di scussions, in consideration
of the parties' expectations and Conpany's proposed
Option 2, the Division supports Utah C ean Energy's
revised four-part tiered-rate design, around 200
kil owatt on peak and 800 kil owatt off peak as an
overall conmprom se. Uah C ean Energy's design offers
a simlar 3-to-1 on-peak off-peak pricing structure.

The Conpany's proposed Option 1, while
I ncenting custonmers to use energy nore efficiently
t hrough the design's tiered bl ocks.

In consideration the settlement between
the parties for all other issues, the Division
supports the Conpany's proposed tine-of-use Option 1,

t he Conpany's proposed tine-of-use periods, and Ut ah
Cl ean Energy's proposed rate design for Option 2, as
di scussed above.

The Division finds electric-vehicle
i ncentive and tine-of-use pricing prograns as outlined
in the Comm ssion's Phase Il scheduling order in this
docket to be in the public interest, and reconmmends

approval .
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The Division reconmmends its approval be

condi tional upon the accounting treatnent, reporting
requi rements, and treatnent of OVAG expenses as in the
prior phases of this docket. Thank you.

MR. JETTER:. Thank you. And | have no
further questions. M. Davidson is available for
Cross- exam nati on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Sol ander.

MR. SOLANDER: No questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Mechan?

Ms. Hayes?

M5. HAYES: No questions. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ms. Gardner?

M5. GARDNER:  No questi ons.

EXAM NATI ON
BY THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:
Q So M. Davis, just to sunmarize your

testinony so |"'mclear, essentially the Division is

20 endorsing the Conpany's Option 1 rate, the Conpany's

21 proposed tine period with respect to peak and off

22 peak, and supports UCE s revised proposal with respect

23 to Option 2 rates; is that correct?

24 A That's correct.

25 Q How woul d you respond to M. Meredith's
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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concern that the simlarity between UCE s proposed

Option 2 rates and the Option 1 rates will underm ne
the desired outcone of the pilot period; in other

wor ds, what the Conpany hopes to | earn from conducti ng
the study?

A | think M. Meredith has valid points. |
think in -- to conprom se. There's also sone benefits
in studying the tiered rates.

The Division felt, as | nentioned in ny
direct testinony, that the 10-to-1 option was a little
bit punitive, and in the case the custoners could not
shift some of their other |load to off-peak, in
consi deration of the price guarantee, ny understandi ng
isis that is after the year's study. So during the
nonth there's going to be possibly high bills that
woul d take pl ace.

So that was part of our consideration in
supporting Uah C ean Energy's option.

Q Thank you

And with respect to any proposal to --
setting aside again the tiered-rate structure -- with
respect to Option 2 -- with respect to any proposal to
adopt sonething | ess aggressive than a 10-to-1 ratio,
sonet hi ng between 5-to-1 to 7-to-1 -- would the

Division find that nore acceptable than a 10-to-1
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1 ratio? rage o9
2 A Yes.
3 HEARI NG OFFI CER: | don't have anything
4 further. Thank you, M. Davis.
5 THE WTNESS: Thank you.
6 HEARI NG OFFICER® M. Snarr.
7 MR. SNARR Yes. We'd be happy to call
8 Cheryl Murray as our w tness.
9 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ms. Murray, you're still
10 under oath.
11 THE W TNESS: Thank you.
12
13 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
14 BY MR SNARR
15 Q You previously provided your nanme and
16 business address and described the testinony that was
17 submtted as part of this Phase IIl hearing; is that
18 correct?
19 A Yes.
20 Q Have you prepared a sunmary of your
21 testinony as it relates to the issues that are
22 remaining to be resolved in this hearing?
23 A Yes, | have.
24 Q Wul d you present that sunmary at this
25 tine?
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Page 70
A. Yes.

The settlenent stipulation resolved the
maj ority of the issues except for the energy prices to
be used in TOQU Rate Option 1 and 2, as well as the
hours to be included in the definition of on and off
peak. However, in reviewing the surrebuttal testinony
filed by all parties, it is clear that the differences
have been narrowed even further.

For purposes of the pilot study it appears
that all parties now support the Conpany's definition
of on- and off-peak tine periods. |t also appears
that all parties support including the Conpany's TQU
Rate Option 1. As stated by M. Meredith, the only
remai ning difference is the specific design of Rate
Option 2 to study in comparison to existing
residential Rate Schedule 1 and the Conpany's proposed
TOU Rate Option 1.

As stated in our surrebuttal testinony,
the Ofice reconmends that the Conm ssion order a TOU
pil ot that uses the Conpany's definition of on- and
of f - peak periods, the Conpany's proposal for Rate
Option 1, and a TOU Rate Option 2 with tiers for both
on- peak and of f-peak rates.

The O fice believes the foll ow ng

principles conprise the prinmary objectives for the
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Rate Option 2 design: maintain approximately the sane

differential between on- and off-peak rates for both
Rate Option 1 and Rate Option 2, so that the primary
di fference between the two rate designs to be studied
I's whet her and how having tiered rates inpacts changes
I n consunption; establishing neaning of the difference
between Tier 1 and Tier 2 for both TQU ti ne peri ods,
whi | e assuring the Conpany's revenue requirenent would
still be collected; design an appropriate break
between Tier 1 and Tier 2 to create a neaningful rate
design differential.

Ti ers should be devel oped in the context
of the residential average nonthly consunption of 700
kil owatt hours with an understandi ng of how the

addi ti onal consunption associated with electric

vehicle charging will inpact total consunption.

The O fice has reviewed the specific
proposal presented by UCE -- Utah Clean Energy -- in
surrebuttal testinony, and finds it nmeets the criteria

we articulated, and supports it as a reasonabl e design
for TOU Rate Option 2.

In our surrebuttal testinony the Ofice
recommended that the Comm ssion order a short
conpliance phase in this proceedi ng, which would

require the Conpany to submt specific rates that
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woul d conply with the concept the Conm ssion

determnes are in the public interest.

If the Comm ssion accepts Utah C ean
Energy's proposal, the O fice continues to recomend
the Commi ssion order a conpliance filing by the
Conpany so that all parties have an opportunity to
review the proposal, and the rates and bill inpacts
can be verified.

The Comm ssion should al so all ow comment s
and reply comments on such a conpliance filing, so
that the Conm ssion can ensure that the rates neet the
Commi ssion's objectives.

Q Does that concl ude your summary?
A It does.

MR. SNARR: We would tender Ms. Murray for
Cross- exam nati on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Sol ander ?

MR. SOLANDER:  Not hi ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER. M. Jetter?

MR. JETTER. No questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER. M. Mechanf

MR. MECHAM  Not hi ng, thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Ms. Hayes.

M5. HAYES: No questions. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ms. Gardner.

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

_ Page 73
M5. GARDNER: No questi ons.

EXAM NATI ON
BY THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:
Q Ms. Murray, just so |I'mclear:
Essentially, then, you concur with the Division in al
of the recomendations as to what the Conm ssion

should do with respect to the proposal, right?

A Regard- -- regarding the rates, yes.
Q Regardi ng the rates.
So specifically -- on board with the

Conpany' s proposed on- and off-peak tinme periods,
support the Conpany's Option 1, and support UCE s
proposal with respect to OQption 2?

A That's correct.

Q kay. And do you have anything you woul d
like to add with respect to M. Meredith's concern
that having the Option 2 rates be so simlar to the
Option 1 rates, will undermne the efficacy of the
st udy?

A Wll, we think it is reasonable to have
those two options available. | would note in -- and |
know M. Meredith has said that he's not sure that we
will be able to observe what effect it has on

conservation -- but in the Rocky Mountain Institute
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report, it does comment that there isn't nuch study on

how conservation is affected by tine-of-use rates.

And so we think that tiers within it would
have -- give us an opportunity to | ook at those
things, and we al so believe that a conpliance filing
at sonme point will be -- we can be -- can be used to
tweak rates, if we feel that that's necessary.

Q And M. Davis expects -- expressed sone
concern that custonmers who el ect Option 2 under the
Conpany' s proposal m ght experience sone sticker shock
when their bill arrives, that won't be renedi ed until
the end of the year. Does the Ofice care to comment

with respect to that observation?

A Well -- (Pause)
HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Ready? Go ahead,
Ms. Mirray.
M5. MURRAY: | guess | would have two
observations regarding that. First, in the

avai |l abl e-to-sel ect group -- so people who are
sel f-selecting an option -- they do have one
opportunity during the year to -- under the Conpany's

proposal if it were accepted, they have an opportunity
one tine to nove to a different rate; and under the
random y- assi gned group where the | oad research

study -- there is the 110 percent guarantee, so they

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

. Page 75
are -- over the course of a year, their total rate

woul d not be higher than 10 percent of what it would
be under Residential Schedule 1. However, nonth by
nonth they woul d see that sticker shock.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Al right. | have
not hi ng el se. Thank you, Ms. Mirray.

M. Mecham do you have testinony to
present during this -- this phase of the Phase |11
heari ng?

MR. MECHAM | do not. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

Ms. Hayes.

M5. HAYES: Thank you. Utah C ean Energy
will call Ms. Wight, but I'mwondering if we could
take a five-mnute recess so | could refill ny water,
and - -

HEARI NG OFFICER:  Two things: M. Snarr,
| didn't ask if you had another witness -- | assuned
you didn't, but if you do | should allow you the
opportunity to call himor her.

MR. SNARR: W have no other w tnesses
ot her than the ones we've identified, and with respect
to M. Thomas, who only addressed the stipulation, |
think we've excused him and we have not hi ng nore.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Ckay. Thank you. Does
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1 anyone object to having a five-m nute break? rage 7
2 kay. We'll be in recess until 10: 30.

3 Thanks.

4 (There was a break taken.)

5 HEARI NG OFFI CER: We're back on the

6 record. M. Hayes.

7 M5. HAYES: Thank you, M. Hamrer.

8 Utah Clean Energy will now call M. Sarah
9 Wight. And she will need to be sworn.
10
11 SARAH VRI GHT,
12 call ed as a witness, having been duly sworn,

13 was exam ned and testified as foll ows:

14

15 HEARI NG OFFI CER: Thank you.

16

17 EXAM NATI ON

18 BY Ms. HAYES:

19 Q Ms. Wight, please state your nanme and
20 title for the record.
21 A My nane is Sarah Wight. |'mthe
22 executive director of U ah C ean Energy.
23 Q In Phase Il of this docket, did you file
24 direct testinony along with one exhibit on April 6th,
25 2017?

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

1 A. Yes, | did. rage 17
2 Q And did you file rebuttal testinony on

3 April 27th, 20177

4 A Yes.

5 Q And did you file surrebuttal testinony on
6 May 16th, 20177

7 A. Yes, | did.

8 Q Do you have any corrections to nake to any
9 of your testinony?
10 A Yes, | do.
11 Q Go ahead.
12 A The first correction that I would like to
13 meke is to ny rebuttal testinmony. It is mslabeled as
14 "Direct Testinony" on the cover page and on the page
15 headers. These should be corrected to read

16 "Rebuttal,"” rather than "Direct."

17 Li kewi se, turning to ny surrebuttal

18 testinony, ny surrebuttal testinony is |abeled

19 "Rebuttal Testinony"” in the docket number bl ock.
20 Finally, please turn to Page 7 of ny
21 surrebuttal testinony. At Line 110, the Nunber 4
22 should be replaced with -- by 3.7. The sentence
23 shoul d read,
24 "The differential between the second
25 on-peak tier and the first off-peak
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Q Do you have any other corrections to nmake?
A No.
Q So if | ask you the sanme questions as set

forth in your testinony, would your answers be the
sanme?

A Yes, they woul d.

Q M. Meredith provided an exhibit with his

surrebuttal testinony that provided a table of

10 parties' positions. @Gven that positions have been

11 clarified through the course of this docket, do you

12 have any edits to nake to that table with regard to

13 Utah C ean Energy's positions?

14 A Yes.

15 Q Wth regard to the first issue whether one

16 of the time-of-use rates should include tiers, is

17 M. Meredith's summary correct?

18 A Yes, Utah C ean Energy reconmends that one

19 of the rate options should include inclining bl ock

20 tiers.

21 Q Wth regard to the second issue -- that

22 is, what should the differential be between on- and

23 of f-peak energy prices, what is Uah C ean Energy's

24 position?

25 A Utah C ean Energy recommends that the
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
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Conmi ssi on adopt the Conpany's first option, which has

a differential of 3 to 1, and UCE s tiered option
which is roughly a 3 to one differential.

Ch, sorry, | didn't -- between tiers. And
the differential between on-peak second tier and the
of f-peak first tier is 3.7 to one.

Q And then with regard to the third issue in
M. Meredith's table regarding the on-peak and
of f-peak tine periods, what is Uah C ean Energy's
position?

A. Well, we still have questions about the
cost basis of these tine periods. For the purposes of

this pilot we accept the tinme periods proposed by the

Conpany.
Q And then with regard to the final issue in
the tabl e regarding the super off-peak period, what is

Utah C ean Energy's position?

A M. Meredith is correct. Uah dean
Ener gy has deci ded not to advocate for a super
of f-peak period at this tine.

Q Havi ng provi ded these clarifications, do

you have a summary of your testinony to present to the

23 Conmm ssi on?
24 A Yes.
25 Q Pl ease proceed.
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A. First off | would |like to thank the

Commi ssion and all parties for investigating and
wor ki ng on the tine-of-use rate design pilot.

Utah C ean Energy strongly supports a
transition to electric vehicles. However, as the
penetrations of electric vehicles increases, it wll
be critical to both to -- to both continue to
accelerate nore efficient use of electricity, and
encourage custoners to charge their vehicles during
of f - peak ti nes.

These two paraneters, being as efficient
as possible and shifting consunption to off peak, wl]l
put downward pressure on rates over the long termfor
the benefit of all ratepayers.

Thr oughout this docket we worked with
parties to find as nmuch conmon ground as possible, and
through review of parties' filed testinony, Uah C ean
Energy was persuaded that it would be useful in the
pilot to study two simlar tine-of-use rates, one with
i nclining block rates and one w t hout.

Because el ectric-vehicle adoption has the
potential to increase |load overall, it is inportant to
consi der the signals for efficiency enbedded in
ti me-of -use rates.

Self-evaluating a tiered-rate tinme-of-use
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option will help us evaluate the inpact of the rage B
conmbi nation of tinme-of-use and inclining block rates
on both conservation and shifting usage to off-peak
tinmes relative to a non tine-of-use rate option.

Utah C ean Energy worked in consultation
with the Ofice of Consuner Services and the Division
of Public Uilities to develop a tiered-rate option to
align closely with Rocky Muuntain's Rate Option 1.

Usi ng the Conpany's wor ksheets we desi gned

this rate option with the foll owi ng objectives:

mai ntai n approxi mately the sane differential between
on and off peak, as was used in Rocky Mountain's Rate
Option 1; provide a neaningful differential between
Tier 1 and 2 to send sighals to conserve; and also to
provi de savings for EV owners, and to reduce the

di sparity of bill inpacts across residential energy
usage levels that exist in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate
Option 1 and their Rate Option 2.

Sone parties had concerns about the
conplexity of layering tinme-of-use rates and inclining
bl ock rates; however, U ah ratepayers have had
inclining block rate pricing for over 15 years, and
our proposal nerely layers tine-of-use pricing onto
tiered pricing that custoners are al ready well

accustoned to and famliar wth.
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Sone parties had concern that a 3-to-1

differential between on- and off-peak pricing would
not be sufficient to send signals to shift load to off
peak.

It's inportant to note that we're not --
these rates are not designed to tell people not to
cook at a certain tinme during peak. These are --
el ectric vehicles are technol ogy-enabl ed. That neans
they can be programred to charge during off-peak
peri ods.

If a custoner knows that they'll pay three
to four tines nore to fuel their vehicle when they get
honme fromwork, they will set their car to start
charging in the off-peak period. |It's not that they
have to go out and tell it to do it right at that
tinme; they have to programit, and the car will just
do that.

Parti es al so expressed concerns that
tiered rates woul d di scourage EV adoption, but ny
anal ysis shows that it will still cost |ess than $30
per nonth for an EV custoner to charge their vehicle
under UCE' s proposal, even charging at the second tier
of f-peak rate, even if the charging is all done at the
second off-peak rate.

Further, if there's a desire to tweak the
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tier such that there's a larger differential, if we

keep the second tier below the current first tier of
8.8 cents, custoners wll definitely save as conpared
to their current rates.

Option 2 treats all usage |evels of
customers equitably, and still provides significant
savi ngs opportunities for electric-vehicle owers who
charge off peak. And with regard to the Conpany's
proposed Rate Option 2, we are very concerned about
the extrenme 10-to-1 differential or even a 5- to
6-to-1 differential between the off- and on-peak
pri ces.

Because of the price signals that this
very lowrate during all off peak hours of the day
i ncl udi ng weekends, during all off-peak hours of the
day, including weekends and hol i days, electricity
woul d be billed at an extrenely lowrate. |In the case
of the 10-to-1 differential, it would be 3.4 cents.

These of f-peak hours constitute 85 percent
of the sumrer hours, and 80 percent of the w nter
hours. This extrenmely cheap electricity could lead to
inefficient and wasteful use of electricity, but in
the long run could lead to costly systeminvestnents
and rate increases that could have been avoi ded.

In sunmary, U ah C ean Energy recomrends
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that the Comm ssion reject the Conpany's Rate

Option 2, and replace it with Utah C ean Energy's
tiered Rate Option 2, as the two tine-of-use rate
options to inplenent and study during this tine-of-use
pil ot program

We further reconmmend that the Conmi ssion
order a conpliance phase of this proceeding in order
for the Conpany to verify that -- rates and bil
I npacts for Rate Option 2.

Finally, electric vehicles and
conservation can co-exist. That is what we are trying
to test inthis pilot. |If parties feel that the rate
options in our two tiers are too simlar, we could
easily tweak those tiers in the conpliance filing.

What we are trying to avoid in our
proposal -- in the conpliance filing that we
reconmended - -

What we are trying to avoid in our
proposal is ratepayer inpact, both by encouraging
el ectric-vehicle owers to shift charging to off-peak
periods and to al so reducing | oad overall, both of
whi ch put downward pressure on rates.

Thank you. That concludes ny testinony.

M5. HAYES: Utah Cean Energy will first

nove the adm ssion of the direct, rebuttal, and
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surrebuttal of testinony of Sarah Wight, then nake

her avail able for cross-exam nati on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  They're adm tt ed.
M. Sol ander.
MR. SOLANDER: Thank you.

CRCSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR SOLANDER:

Q

Could you turn to Page 9 of your

surrebuttal testinony?

A
Q

" mthere.
Thank you.

On Line 37 you're referencing the

of f - peak --

A

Wait, | nust be -- oh. | probably have

bad | abels. On 9 of ny surrebuttal ?

Q
A
nunber .
Q

3.4 cents,

Yes, starting at Line 137.

kay. | thought you used a different |ine

You're referencing the off-peak rate of
and you say,

"Such a lowrate for the magjority of
hours could | ead to custoner

decisions to invest in nore

el ectricity-consum ng devices and use
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1 nore electricity at economcally

2 i nefficient and unsustai nabl e

3 | evel s"; is that right?

4 A Yes, that's true.

5 Q Does electricity a consuner uses in a

6 nonth, after the 800-kilowatt hour, cost the Conpany
7 nore to produce?

8 A When we inplenented tiered rates back in
9 2001, we | ooked at a nunber of factors, including the
10 margi nal cost of new resources; so if new resources
11 are added, then it does inpact rates.
12 Q That's not what | asked.
13 | said: Does the electricity a consumner
14 uses in a one-nonth period, after an arbitrary anount,
15 cost the Conpany nore to produce?
16 A In the short-term | can't speak to that.
17 1t depends on if you have to go to the market and
18 what's happening with the market at that tine.
19 Q But in fact, if the electricity is used
20 of f peak, it would cost the Conpany significantly |ess
21 to produce, would it not?
22 A It would cost them |l ess, then, yes.
23 Q Yes. And that's regardless of how nuch
24 the custoner has already used that nonth?
25 A In the short-term If markets are -- have
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avail ability.

Q Ckay. But isn't it true, then, that if
the -- that the off-peak use prices are covering the
vari abl e cost of energy as the Conpany proposes,
right?

A According to your worksheets. | cannot --
| can't speak to them

Q And woul d you agree, though, that off-peak
consunption is not contributing to the need for
I nvestnment in new generation?

A. VWll, think back to our electric hone rate
that we had years ago. |In the long run you encourage
people to build electric homes and offered them
cheaper rates, and then we had to raise those rates.
So you have to think of short termand |ong term

Q But isn't it true that if we're covering
the vari abl e cost of energy, and off-peak consunption
is not contributing to the need for investnment in new
generation, and by definition that off-peak usage is
not economcally inefficient?

A So you can't say that if we build off-peak
| oad, that you won't have to build, invest -- nmake new
I nvestnents going forward, and that's what we're
trying to balance: I|ong-termand short-term costs.

Q Your proposal isn't based on cost-based
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rat e- maki ng, principles, though, is it?

A We used your worksheets and -- to devel op
cost, to neet your cost of service. Mybe what you're
saying is that your current rates base aren't -- you
know, we used your worksheet to devel op this proposal.

Q Does tiered pricing have any basis in
cost-rate-based rate naking?

A. Well, we -- the idea is that you consi der
tiered rates, you consider the marginal cost of new
I nvest nents, and you bal ance that over tine.

| remenber | was on the stand in one case
where soneone -- where it was --

| f everyone used the | ower anount of
energy, costs would be cheaper over the |ong run,
because you woul dn't have to build new investnents.

Q So is that the sane as a "No"?

A No, it isn't. Ask ne again and I'IlIl try
to answer nore clearly.

Q Your pricing proposal with the tiered
rates i s not based on cost-based rate-naking
principles, is it?

A | used your spreadsheet and bal anced the
cost through the tiers, so then are your current rates
not based on cost-based principles?

Q Do you want nme to put M. Meredith back on
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2 A | mean |'musing your -- | can't answer

3 that question. | used your spreadsheets --

4 Q kay.

5 A -- to calculate these rates --

6 Q Let me ask you anot her question, then.

7 A -- so that you collected your cost of

8 servi ce.

9 Q Wuldn't it be useful if, using the

10 time-of-use rates proposed by the Conpany -- wouldn't

11 it be useful to determne if usage was increased

12 during the off-peak period in order to determne if it

13 is economcally inefficient?

14 A Pl ease ask that again.

15 Q Wuldn't it be useful to test whether the

16 tine-of-use rates proposed by the Conpany would result

17 in higher usage during the off-peak period in order to

18 determne if that usage is econonmically inefficient?

19 A | can't answer that question.

20 Q So in your testinony -- and | think in

21 your summary, you also stated that we're only |ayering

22 the pricing on to the tiered rates that the custoner

23 is already well accustoned with -- or accustoned to

24 and famliar with. |Is that a fair sumary?

25 A Yes, on to tiered rates. Not the exact
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rates, but yes, on to tiered rates.

Q Have you done any studies on how well
customers are, quote, accustoned to and famliar with
tiered pricing?

A "' mnot sure how much you could speak to
that, but | know custoners that understand that the
nore you use the nore you pay.

Q Have you presented any evidence that the
average custonmer is aware how tier pricing affects
their bill?

A. No, | have not.

Q Do you believe that any decrease in rates
IS not in the public interest?

A No, | propose a decrease in rates.

Q If cost decrease or lowers in certain
peri ods, do you agree that those savings should be
passed on to custoners?

A If you file a rate case. |If we are saving
noney, then they would be passed on to custoners.

Q On Page 12 of your testinony you state
that --

A On surrebuttal ?

Q I'"'msorry, yes. Surrebuttal. Line 182.

A Ckay.

Q "EV owners will save noney on a TQU
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1 tiered rate if they charge off peak." rage S

2 A Yes.

3 Q And is that conparing the savings to a gas

4 vehicle?

5 A To a gas vehicle or to your current rates.

6 Q But they would not save as nuch when

7 conpared to the Conpany's proposed rates; is that

8 correct?

9 A. A difference of four dollars. You know,
10 el ectric-vehicle owners al ready know that they save
11 noney with electricity as conpared to gas, SO yes,

12 there's a difference of four dollars.

13 MR. SOLANDER: Thank you. That concl udes
14 my questi ons.

15 HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Jetter, anything?
16 MR. JETTER. | have no questions. Thank
17 you.

18 HEARI NG OFFICER° M. Snarr.

19 MR. SNARR: | have no questi ons.

20 HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Mechan?

21 MR. MECHAM  Nor do |I.

22 HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Ms. Gardner.

23 M5. GARDNER: Yes, we do have a few

24 questions for Ms. Wight.

N
(6]

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Go ahead.
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CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. GARDNER
Q Ms. Wight, do you agree that adding
tiered rates to a tine-of-use rate designed for this

pilot has the effect of confusing custoners?

A | agree that it's -- it adds a new
conmuni cation el enment that will be necessary, yes.
Q And | believe you said in your testinony

and today, that custoners are used to tiered rates; is

10 that correct?

11 A. Yes, we've had them since about 2001.

12 Q Is it fair to say that electric-vehicle

13 custoners are not used to tiered rates plus

14 time-of -use rates?

15 A Yes.

16 Q And the idea of a tinme-of-use rate for

17 purposes of this pilot, as we've heard fromthe

18 Conpany, is to incent charging during off-peak hours,

19 correct?

20 A Yes. And if you're paying three or nore

21 tinmes nore, | think that would, regardless if you have

22 tiers, encourage people to charge off peak.

23 Q But the idea of the tinme-of-use pilot is

24 to encourage this off-peak charging?

25 A Well, when you do rate design there's --
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you' re always bal ancing different objectives, and then

you can | ook upon price principles. One of themis
conservation, so we |ooked at trying to bal ance al
the principles for rate design, including
conservation, and we think that having -- it wll
encour age people to charge off peak, and we'll be able
to study not just the inpacts of the tiered rate, but
al so communi cation. How do you conmuni cate that?

Q kay. Let ne try this another way: Wuld
you agree that one of the stated purposes of using a
time-of-use rate for this pilot is to encourage EV

owners to charge during off-peak periods?

A Yes, | stated that.
Q Ckay. And because they pay less to use
energy --
Well, and the reason why they're charging
during these off-peak periods is because they're

actually charged less to do so during those tines,

correct?

A O dramatically nore if they don't, yes.

Q But if they're charging off peak, they are
paying less, in fact, than they were on peak, correct?

A. Yes, that's correct.
Q Ckay. And this, in turn as we've heard

fromthe Conpany, hel ps the Conpany avoid or del ay
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costly investnents and infrastructure over tine,

correct?

A Yes. Both conservation and shifting peak
avoi d avest- -- investnents.

Q But what we've heard fromthe Conpany
today specifically, is that a tinme-of-use rate can
hel p them avoid these costly investnments by shifting
use to off-peak tines, correct?

A Yes, | would agree. That's one principle.

Q Okay. And the idea of a tiered rate, as
you stated today on the stand, is that you actually
pay nore for the energy you use, correct?

A Yes.

Q But under your proposal, even if an EV
owner is following the tinme-of-use guidelines as laid
out by the Conpany, they will in fact pay nore, if
they hit your top tier, correct?

A Yes. But they'll pay |ess than they
currently pay than -- under the current rates.

Q And when you say what they currently pay,
are you referring to the current tiered rates that we
have in place today for residential custoners?

A Yes. And they'll even pay |ess than the
first tier of our current rates.

Q Ckay. But under your proposed conbination

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N D N D DM DN P P P PP P PP
gag A W N B O © 00 N O 0o b~ w N+ O

. . . Page 95
rates -- sort like a hybrid rate, right, where we have

a tinme-of-use plus atiered rate -- if an EV owner is
followi ng sort of the guidelines of the time-of-use
pilot and they're actually charging off peak when
energy is cheaper, if they hit your top tier they wll
pay nore?

A Yeah, they'l|l pay maybe four dollars nore.

Q Wul d you agree that that could possibly
create a disincentive for certain EV owners to be
charging --

A No, | definitely would disagree. | nean
they're saving significantly froma gasoline vehicle,
and | don't think that four dollars a nonth, if you're
savi ng $50 on gasoline, would di scourage people from
an electric vehicle, no.

Q Do you feel at a mninmum though, it could
create confusing nessages to an EV owner?

A No. | nean it's pretty sinple: You pay
nore when you charge on peak, and you save nore, the
nore you conserve in all hours.

Q Ckay. However -- | -- actually I"'mstill
having a hard tine understanding how this creates a
very clear incentive to an EV owner who is vigilant
about charging their car during off-peak hours and is

wanting to save noney; because if they are in fact
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using a | ot of energy, under your tiered rate, it

doesn't really matter if they're charging off rate,
correct; they'll still be dinged for that?

A | don't call that a ding; | call that
smart ratenmaki ng.

Q But do you agree that they' ||l pay nore?

A | have told you like six tinmes they'll pay
four dollars nore.

Q | appreciate your patience but this is al
a part of getting the answers correct for our record.

A. Good, |'m gl ad.

MS5. GARDNER: | think with that, | think
I"ve clarified nmy questions and answers with
Ms. Wight.

| appreciate your tinme. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, Ms. Gardner.

Anyt hing el se, Ms. Hayes?

MR. HALSO. (By tel ephone) This is Joe
Hal so of the Sierra Club. Can you hear ne?

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Yes.

MR. HALSO | have no questions for this
wi t ness, your Honor, and don't expect to have any
during this hearing, but I did want to seize this
noment to nmake note that |'m present on the |ine and

outside of today's hearing, so thank you for your
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i ndul gence in letting ne participate.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  You're certainly wel cone
to be here, M. Halso. So you wish to officially
enter an appearance, then?

M. Hal so?

MR. HALSO Can you hear ne?

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Yes.

MR HALSO Yes, | do. Also on behalf of
the Sierra Cub | ocated at 1536 Wnkoop Street,

Suite 312 in Denver, Col orado 80202.

REPORTER. Wbul d you pl ease spell your
nane.

MR. HALSO Yes. The first nanme is Joe,
J-0-e, and Halso, Ha-l-s-o0.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  And M. Hal so, we're
nearing the conclusion, | think, of testinony today,
and you haven't had an opportunity to exam ne any

wi tnesses. | imagine there would be sone rather
vi gorous objection if we re-hash material, but we
shoul d discuss it if there's a desire.

Are you confortable with us proceedi ng
fromthis point forward without recalling any
W t nesses?

MR HALSO Yes, | am your Honor.

I've been listening in since the outset
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and found an opportunity to just junp in. And the

only thing I would offer is that | would be happy to
make a statenment on behalf of the Sierra Club with
respect to the stipulation and partial settlenent,
whi ch we did join, although I know that w ndow has
passed.

But | don't have any questions for
W t nesses, and we do not have w tnesses to offer
t oday.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ckay. Thank you,
M. Hal so.

Ms. Hayes, I"'msorry. Did you say there
was not hi ng el se?

M5. HAYES: Just a nonentary redirect

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Go ahead.
M5. HAYES: -- that's all right.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. HAYES:
Q Ms. Wight, you nentioned at one poi nt

about bal anci ng objectives and rate design, and

23 M. Sol ander asked sone questions about energy costs.

24 |'s cost causation the only rate-making principle?

25 A No, it is one of the rate-naking
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principles that you need to bal ance.

M5. HAYES: No further questions.
HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you.

Ms. Wight, | just have a couple.

EXAM NATI ON
BY THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:

Q So just to clarify, if | understand your
testinony today, is it fair -- is it a fair summary
that the -- pardon ne, that UCE' s primary concern with
respect to the Conpany's proposed Option 2 is that it
could create a situation where sone custoners could
enjoy a windfall?

A | would say our primary concern -- and if
you remenber our direct testinony is that we want to
test tiered rates, and so that's very inportant. And
| think with the tiered-rate Option 2, for custoners
that can nove their energy use off peak, | don't know
if it's a wndfall, but they may make investnents that
are not prudent, and if --

| don't know if you were here, but back in
2001 or before then, when we had incentives for
el ectric hones, people nmade investnents based on a
rate structure that was not tenable for the long term

And so we want to nake sure that we're
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sendi ng signals to nmake smart deci sions, not only

today, but for the long term and that's why we think
the conservation principle needs to be balanced with
the incentive -- with rates to also incent electric
vehicles in charging off peak.

Q Does the status of this proposal, as a
pilot programthat will presumably be [imted in
duration, alleviate your concerns at all?

A Well, that's why we think we should be
testing a tiered rate, because it is a pilot program
How do you nessage it? What do you need to do? Can
we see savings? That's why it makes sense.

And sone of the studies -- and Ms. Murray
menti oned that, you know -- the Rocky Mountain
Institute Report suggests that we need to study

conservation signals in tinme-of-use rate pricing.

HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Gkay. Thank you,
Ms. Wight. | have nothing else.

M5. WRI GHT: Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Ms. Hayes, no ot her
W t nesses?

M5. HAYES: No other w tnesses. Thank
you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ms. Gardner.

M5. GARDNER. WRA calls M. Kenneth L.
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Wl son to the stand.
HEARI NG OFFICER: M. W/l son, you're stil
under oat h.

MR WLSON: Yes, sir

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. GARDNER:

Q M. WIson, have you prepared a brief
summary of your testinony today?

A Yes. Yes.

Q WIl you please go ahead and provi de that
summary to this Conmm ssion?

A Yes. Thank you.

So electric vehicles are comng; they are
bei ng sl oWy adopted now but we believe that this wll
I ncrease over tine, and we encourage that. W think
that's a very good idea for nany many reasons that |
won't go into. But as an engi neer |'m concerned about
the inpact that will have on the utility -- their
generation fleet, their distribution, their
transmssion -- and that's why we really want to
encourage smart chargi ng of these vehicles at off-peak
hours.

And this pilot is an excellent way to see

how custonmers will change their chargi ng behavi or
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based on tine-of-use rates. And so we are very

encouraged that this pilot is going to be conducted,
and our sole objective is to nake sure that the pilot
conmes up with results that are statistically
significant, and can be used in future rate cases to
i nform the Conm ssion about how they m ght want to
design rates for everybody in the future.

Wth that in mnd, | won't -- | had sone
nore preanble that | was going to do but I don't think
that | need to do that.

I think I'"ll focus on kind of the issue
that we're trying to grapple with here, which is
whet her to go with what | call a clean tine-of-use for
Option 1 and Option 2, as proposed by Rocky Mountain

Power, or whether to layer in a tiered-rate structure

on to one of those options.

And | guess what | would |like to say
primarily about that -- and | think M. Meredith in
his summary gave a pretty good expl anation of his
concern -- but | wanted to say that | have been
involved in simlar studies for al nost 40 years.

| was at Bell Labs for 18 years, and
principally in the network performance group, and we
actually did a ot of studies that |ooked at how

custoners reacted to various issues in the
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t el ecommuni cati ons network -- and while it's not
exactly the sane as energy, the statistical properties
of the study are very simlar -- and | had Ph.D.
statisticians working for nme hel ping to design studies
of various types.

So ny concern is that we cone up with a
very statistically-valid study. And this type of
study, to the best ny know edge, has not been done in
any other state, so we really have a gol den
opportunity, not only to show sonething to the whol e
nati on, but also specifically to see what happens in
Ut ah, when el ectric-vehicle owers have the
opportunity to use different rates.

And what we want is really to get sone
results that we can make very valid concl usions
agai nst, and you heard M. Meredith express his
concer ns.

I was pointed to one section of ny
surrebuttal to -- by the Division. In that
surrebuttal | presented a graph that was in a Rocky
Mountain Institute study, and there are several things
that we can kind of see in that, and based on that
graph | said, "Well, maybe they' Il address sone
concerns. "

We could lower the 10-to-1 ratio a little
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bit and still get significant results, and | still

think that's true. Either 7-to-1 or 6-to-1 would
probably be a good place to end up, though the 10-to-1
will certainly get us to a point.

The real issue here is that we need two
poi nts, so we can nake sone concl usi ons about if you
drew a |line between those points, where would it --
what would it ook Iike on a simlar graph to the one
that | presented?

And ny concern is that if we only have one
clean tine-of -use point to put on a graph, it's kind
of out in space. W need a second point that is the
sanme except for the ratio, in order to really see
what's happeni ng when we nove to -- fromwhat | call a
noderate 3-to-1 to a nore aggressive 10-to-1, or
sonething a little smaller. And | think that's very
i nportant; otherwise I'mafraid we won't be able to
make as concl usive statenents as we could with the
cl eaner proposal.

The other issue | wanted to touch on is
the issue of confusion of custoners. And | recently
testified in two rate cases in Arizona -- one for
Tucson Electric Unisource, and the other for Arizona
Public Service -- and there was a great deal of

concern -- these were general rate cases, not pilot
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projects -- but there was a trenmendous anount of

di scussi on about tine-of-use rates, and there are sone
big pilots that have been going on there with
time-of-use rates for sone tine, and no one was really
advocating to layer on tiers into those tine-of-use
rates.

And their concern was communication to the
custonmer and the custoner's understandi ng of what
happens when you get nultiple variables going on with
their bill.

And | think that's particularly inportant
with this pilot with custonmers who have new el ectric
vehicles. W want themto use those vehicles w thout
havi ng sonething in their head saying, "Ch, | know
that if | charge nore and use it nore, it will cost a
little nore.” And that concerns ne.

VWhile | don't have absolute statistics to
back that up, it's got to be sonething of a
psychol ogical issue to a custoner. They go in the
garage, they have an electric vehicle and a gasoline
vehicle, "Which do | use?" And if | know that it
costs a little nore to charge nore and use nore with
the electric vehicle, that could inpact what | do.

So | think the confusion issue is a big

one that we should avoid for the pilot.
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1 When we get to a general rate case, rage 0
2 eventually, here, | think then we will need to very

3 carefully -- very carefully look at all of these

4 issues, and see what nakes sense for all custoners.

5 | doubt that there wll be any appetite

6 for a separate rate class for electric-vehicle owners,

7 though that could happen. But if soneone could switch

8 rate classes by buying an electric vehicle, you don't

9 want to create sone ganming there. And I'mafraid if
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you had separate rate classes that coul d happen.

| think that -- | nean the idea of
time-of-use rates with tiered rates is an interesting
one, and if we had nore -- nore noney for this study,
| would recommend that we do essentially what Rocky
Mount ai n Power is proposing, and al so have two sets of
custoners that were on tine-of-use with tiered rates.
Then we woul d get two sets for each of those types of
rates, and then we could do sonme very good
conpari sons.

But given that we have |imted funds and
we don't want to overspend the budget, | think it's
much nore prudent to select one of those types of rate
structures and not try to mx and match. | think if
we mx and match we will have problens when we try to

anal yze this.
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So | believe that's all | would say in

summary. Thank you.
Q M. WIlson, | amgoing to ask you just one
qui ck foll ow up question.

We have had two w tnesses today,

Ms. Murray with the Ofice and Ms. Wight with the
Utah C ean Energy, reference your Attachnment Ato this
nost recent exhibit -- | believe it was WRA

Exhibit 4.0 -- and that would be the Rocky Mountain --
I'"'msorry, the Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and
they nention that in that report that -- that there
are sone concerns regardi ng potential conservation

I mpacts fromtinme-of-use rates.

Ms. Wight says that -- suggests that we
need to better understand conservation price signals
included in these rates, and this is included in that
report. Can you address the concerns that were raised
by both of these w tnesses today?

A Yes.

| mean it is a very good question as to
how t he best design rates for electric-vehicle
users -- and one day we may be going back to
advocating for heating with electricity instead of
natural gas, but wthout a |arger study -- neaning

nore -- nore groups of custonmers on different rate
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classes -- | just don't see how we can get at what we

woul d need to get at to really understand how energy
efficiency is inpacted by different tine-of-use-type
rate structures.

Further, Western Resource Advocates has
been studying the issues of rate structures for
several years, |looking at tinme of use, |ooking at
demand charges. And while we know that the Regul atory
Assi stance Project has said that there is sone
addi tional advantage in energy efficiency, in saving
energy fromhaving tinme-of-use plus layering on a
tier, we're pretty convinced, at Wstern Resource
Advocates, that we will get a |lot of energy efficiency
fromsinple tine-of-use rates; that customers wl|
becone very aware of when they're using energy, and
that that will cause themto reduce their overal
energy use.

And that's been the discussion in Arizona,
in these other cases, that you do get a | ot of
savings. Maybe eventually there are other ways to get
even nore, but we think that sinple is better, going
forward at this tine.

Q M. WIson, does that concl ude the
sunmary of your position today?

A. It does.
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1 Q Do you have any ot her reconmmendati onspafl%er o
2 the Comm ssions that are not included in your
3 testinony?
4 A | do not.
5 Q Does that conclude your summary?
6 A Yes.
7 M5. GARDNER:  Thank you.
8 M. WIlson is avail able for cross.
9 HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Sol ander ?
10 MR. SOLANDER: No questions, thank you.
11 HEARI NG OFFI CER M. Jetter.
12 MR. JETTER. Actually | do have a just a
13 few brief questions.
14
15 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
16 BY MR JETTER
17 Q And this was actually regarding the issue
18 that we had -- you had nentioned earlier, which is in
19 your surrebuttal testinony on Page 5.
20 There's a chart that is included fromthe
21 Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and | don't know if
22 you have that in front of you --
23 A | do.
24 Q I's your copy by chance in color?
25 A It is.
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Q kay. So there's a conbination of green

and bl ue points on that chart, and as | understand
that, is it correct that the blue points to the right
are based on a nodified tinme-based rate, which are --
| think the report described it as supercritical

hi gh-1 oad hours that typically fall between five and
22 days per year?

A Yes, that's ny understandi ng.

Q And kind of where I"mgoing with this
question is: |If we look on the chart down to the
10-to-1 peak/off-peak ratio, that's pretty much
exclusively into the territory of those sort of
critical off-/on-peak rates, and there are no standard
time-of-you price -- time-of-use pricing -- or the
clean tinme-of-use pricing, with that extrene of a
ratio; is that right?

A Yes, that's ny understanding. At |east
fromthe date that that was used to create this chart.

Q kay. And if this chart is --

| guess what I'mkind of -- follow up with
that would be that it sounds |like nmy understanding is
correct, and your recomrendati on would be that the
10-to-1 rate would be a little bit on the extrenme end,
and sonewhere nore |like 5-to-1 would be nore

appropriate for the second option?
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A. Wll, | think, as M. Mredith said, we

want to keep the difference between the two options
strong enough so that we get a clear signal as to the
di fference in custoner behavior.

| think 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 would probably be
adequate, but we're kind of basing it on studies, as
you point out, that are not identical to what we're
doi ng.

In my surrebuttal | said that this chart
was not based on electric-vehicle tinme-of-use studies;
it was based on just general users. So we don't
really know how the electric vehicle users will fal
on this chart, and as | said a few mnutes ago, that's
why 1'd like -- 1'd love to see two points rather than
j ust one point.

And you' ve pointed out that there are --
there is another variable in this chart that nmakes it
alittle less applicable to what we're actual ly doing,
and that is that the blue dots on the chart are from
critical peak pricing prices and other things.

But what | was really doing was using this
chart to kind of indicate: How nuch of a difference
does it take in prices to get reaction froma
custoner? And | think that's nore interesting than

when those prices were available. It's just the --
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the absolute difference in the prices.

And so while you have certainly a valid
point there, | was nore interested in just the
absolute difference in the peak to off-peak ratio.

And there are a |l ot of things happening
with this curve. | don't think Rocky Muntain
Institute captured all of that in their -- their
di scussi on, because you could -- if you throw out sone
of the points that are way off scale, | think you cone
up with sonme different -- alittle bit different
anal ysis than they did.

But maybe to sunmarize, | think it's a
reasonabl e kind of guide to | ook at.

Q Ckay. Well, thank you.

And following up just a little bit on
that, which is kind of what I'"'mkind of trying to
tease out, is that it seens, really, fromthat chart,
that other utilities that were studied here typically
don't go beyond about 4-to-1 in actual rates, and
10-to-1 is beyond, it |ooks |like, anything that they
had cone up with in their study.

Do you think it would be reasonable to
have a second tine-of-use rate that is beyond the
limt of what would be reasonable, to try to actually

I npl emrent in an actual rate that's open to al
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cust omers? J

A Wll, this is not -- we're looking at a
pilot, not a general rate case, and |'msure that if
this was a general rate case | would be analyzing this
in a different way, and probably advocati ng
differently.

But given it's a pilot, | really keep
goi ng back to statistical significance. W need a big

enough differential that we actually get sonething

10 neaningful at the end of the study. And it may be

11 that even at 3-to-1 custoners really shift their

12 charging pattern, but it may not. And it could be

13 that the charging pattern shift for 3-to-1 is not nuch

14 different from4-to-1 or even 5-to-1. That's why we

15 need a bit of a spread, and | think 6-to-1 would be

16 the smallest | would recommend for Option 2.

17 MR. JETTER. Ckay. Thank you. That's al

18 the questions | had.

19 | appreciate your tine.

20 HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Snarr?

21 MR. SNARR: Thank you.

22 *

23 CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

24 BY MR SNARR:

25 Q You indicated that certain aspects of the
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time-of -use rate pilot study here in Utah provides

opportunities for study that nay not have been studied
in other states; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Now, you al so referenced this Rocky
Mountain Institute paper where certain things have
been studied in other states. And indeed on
Page 28 -- you've been referencing it -- that captures
sonme of the information from other studies that have
been nmade, at least as it relates to incorporating
differentials and tine-of-use rates; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And you' ve referenced in your testinony
sonme of those conclusions, conclusions related to the
10-to-1 ratio, conclusions related to a 5-to-1 rati o,
and conclusions with respect to a 2-to-1 ratio; is
that right?

A That's correct.

Q So a study focused on different
differentials is basically repeating what you' ve
al ready got resourced here in your Rocky Mountain
Institute study; is that correct?

A Not with electric vehicles, no. But wth
studies that were not directed at just general energy

users, then this is a better guide.
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Q Do you suspect that the concl usions rage 155
reached in the Rocky Mountain Institute paper with
respect to users generally on tine-of-use rates, would
significantly differ fromelectric-vehicle users?

A | don't know --

Q kay.

A -- and that's what | would |like to know.

Q Ckay. Isn't it true that there's not been

a study that you're aware of that conpares a

tinme-of-use rate with another tinme-of-use rate having
tiered or inclining bl ocks?

A | think there has been some of that but |
haven't seen the data. |'ve heard -- | nean |'ve
listened to several RAP -- webinars, and that's the
rate -- well, RAP, and we actually hired one of their
people to consult with us on rate design a bit, and I
don't have access to that data offhand.

Q You were referencing studies to be
meani ngful. If we studied two different ideas or two

different points of information that were sonewhat the
sane, the study m ght not be effective because you
couldn't see the difference; is that right?

A That you wouldn't -- yes, correct, you
woul d not get a statistically-significant difference

bet ween the two, so you kind of wasted one of your
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poi nt s.

Q But with respect to general usage and the
i nformati on you provided here out of Page 28 of the
Rocky Mountain Institute, the effect of the rate
differential has been studied and sonewhat has an
answer as you've played out in your testinony; isn't
that true?

A Yes. | nmean the higher the differentia
in general, the nore shifting of energy to off peak
fromon peak. Yes, | think we could conclude that.

Q So if we were to put forth a study
opportunity here in the state of Uah with its
el ectric-vehicle programwhere we were studyi ng one
time-of -use rate involved -- which incorporates a
particular rate differential that seens to be the best
candi date, as you' ve recomended, out of the Rocky
Mountain Institute; and on the other hand, studied a
time-of-use rate that has tiers, wouldn't that provide
a great opportunity as a study -- as a study of these
two different concepts, and to see whether or not

there is a difference in howthe two rates woul d

conpar e?
A No. | disagree with that. As | said, if
we could add two nore groups of custoners to this

study then we could do that, and | woul d be
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confortable -- very confortable. That would be a

great study.

But if we're limted to essentially three
groups that control an Option 1 and Option 2, then |
woul d di sagree with that.

| think it either has to be a clean
tinme-of-use for both of Option 1 and Option 2, or it
has to be tiered plus tine-of-use for both of them
which | don't find as val uable, because I -- | think
there's confusion between which of those variables is
really causing the shift.

Q Wth respect to confusion, you' ve studied
the surrebuttal of Uah C ean Energy w tness Sarah
Wight; isn't that true?

A Yes.

Q And isn't it true that her current
proposal only really has two TOU rate alternatives:
one with tiers and one w thout?

A Yes.

Q And with respect to the one with tiers,
there would be four different energy rates stated for
servi ce throughout the year; isn't that correct?

A Yes.

Q And isn't it true that the current -- that

the applicable residential rates includes tiers?

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

1 A Yes. rage 118
2 Q And with respect to those tiers, isn't it
3 true there's three different energy rates that apply

4 during the sumrer?

5 A Yes.

6 Q And Rocky Mountai n has not proposed any

7 rate design features that woul d encourage conservation
8 for off-peak periods where those electric vehicles

9 were given special |ower rates to encourage their
10 vehicles -- to recharge their vehicles; isn't that
11 correct?
12 Do you want ne to restate that?
13 A Pl ease.
14 Q Rocky Mountain has not proposed any rate
15 design features that woul d encourage conservation for
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gag A W N B O © 00 N O

of f-peak tine periods where those with electric
vehi cl es are given special lower rates to charge their
vehicles; isn't that correct?

A Best of ny know edge, that's correct.

Q And if the TQU pilot programwere to
i ncl ude one rate option that included tiered or
inclining block rates, isn't it true that that woul d
al l ow the usage patterns to be studied nore directly
as it relates to whether charging vehicles in off-peak

peri ods woul d encourage habits that m ght be
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_ _ _ _ Page 119
i nconsi stent with ener gy conservatil on?

A Wll, as | said, if we had two nore
options it would be a great idea, but |I think the mx
and match, we're going to | ook at apples and oranges.

Q But the m x and match, as you suggest,
woul d renove any opportunity to observe the results as
it relates to possible neasures to encourage

conservation; isn't that correct?

A Well, we're going -- | wouldn't quite
dis- -- | wouldn't quite agree with that because we
wi Il have a set of custoners on the existing rates
whi ch have the tiered rates, so we will get to see

what the difference is between those. W wouldn't see
how tinme-of-use inpacts that, but as |I said, we just
don't have enough options to throw at that.

Q But if you have three rates -- one that's
got tiers over here, two that have tine-of-use
opportunities for service over here -- wouldn't
changi ng one of those tine-of-use rates to a tiered
option allow us to observe both -- both the possible
I npacts of swtching to a different |ower rate
differential, and also switching to a rate -- with a
| oner rate but also including the tiers. Doesn't
three rates allow us to observe two different features

and study thenf
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A No. Because | nean as you said, current

rate actually has three different tiers, so that's
different; and then we have one clean tine-of-use and
then a tinme-of-use with tiers. And so we really have
three different -- you' ve got apples, oranges, and
pi neappl es or sonet hi ng.
MR. SNARR | have no further questions.
HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Mecham
MR. MECHAM No questions, thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Ms. Hayes?
M5. HAYES: Thank you.

Good norning, M. WIson.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MS. HAYES:

Q So I"'mgoing to turn back to the -- your
graph on Page -- well, | guess it's the graph fromthe
RM report on Page 5 of your testinobny -- excuse ne.

And you -- just to follow up on what
M. Jetter was saying, you were really focused on the
green dots; is that correct?

A No, | was | ooking at the whol e set.
Actually -- actually, if they weren't colored, that's
kind of how -- if they were all grey, that's kind of

how | was | ooking at them just to see the spread of
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) Page 121
peak to off peak and what that did to nove custoner

behavi or.

Q Ckay. But in the current -- the proposals
that -- that we're contenplating for this pilot
program we're really only -- only considering what in
this report they woul d consider the tine-of-use price
only, is that correct, because we're not considering
critical -peak pricing, peak-tine rebates, or
vari abl e-peak pricing; is that correct?

A Correct as you ask it, but we are | ooking
at, you know, what's the significance of the spread --

Q Ckay.

A -- which takes into account, in ny view,
all of the dots.

Q Sure. Ckay.

Do you know how many of the studies
represented in any of these dots exam ned tiered
time-of-use rates?

A No, | don't know.

Q kay. Do you know how many of these
studi es represented in the dots eval uated
t echnol ogy- enabl ed devi ces?

A No. | don't know that.

Q Al right.

Let's tal k about electric vehicles for a
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m nut e.

Wth an electric vehicle, you can program
the car to begin charging at a set tinme; is that
correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And that's true -- that's true of the
vehicle itself, regardless of the type of charger; is
that correct?

A Yes, it's a property of the vehicle in
gener al .

Q Ckay. So in other words, the electric
vehicle is what's called a technol ogy-enabl ed devi ce;

Is that correct?

A It is, though I know there are chargers
that do have those kinds of capabilities as well.

Q Sure. Sure. But the cars thenselves are
t echnol ogy- enabl ed devi ces?

A Well, certainly. And to the best of ny
knowl edge, nost or all of them do have the ability to
program your chargi ng.

Q Yes. WIIl you turn with ne to Page 42 of
the RM report?

A | actually don't have it here.

Q Ch. | think it -- okay. If it's -- if
it's all right, Ms. Wight has a copy --
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A Sur e. rage 23
Q -- of Page 42 that we can bring to you.
HEARI NG OFFICER: Is that in the record
sonewhere, to which -- | can pull it up here --
I ntroduced with the surrebuttal ?
M5. GARDNER: It's Attachnment A to
Exhi bit WRA 4. 0.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.
MR. WLSON. Excuse ne. Could you repeat
whi ch page?
M5. HAYES. Page 42.
M5. GARDNER: Sorry --
M5. HAYES: |'m | ooking at Page 42 of that
RM report.
MR. WLSON. Ckay.
Q BY M5. HAYES: So the graph on the left
whi ch -- shows peak production for basic tine-based
rates with and wi thout enabling technol ogy.

So the lighter blue shows tinme-of-use
rates along with technol ogy-enabl ed devices. So
| ooki ng at that graph, would you agree with ne that
much hi gher savings -- for exanple, nore than
double -- were achieved with technol ogy-enabl ed
devices plus tine-of-use rates, than with tine-of-use

rates al one?
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1 A Yes. But |looking at this again, the chz?ﬁevelm
2 is actually steeper on the price-enabling technol ogy's
3 curve, which neans that it's actually nore inportant

4 to have a | arger peak, off-peak ratio -- with enabling
5 technol ogy.

6 Q But there are results that show that even
7 at a 3-to-1 -- at a -- or around a 3-to-1 ratio, there
8 were significant savings, would you agree?

9 A Oh, certainly.

10 Q Al right.

11 A Certainly. But there are even nore

12 savings at six- and 7-to-1, by a significant anount,
13 like 50 percent or nore.

14 Q Thank you.

15 So will you turn with nme to Page 81 of the
16 Rocky Mountain Institute report.

17 A Yes. |'mthere.

18 kay. |I'mnot. One nonent.

19 Wll, wll you -- this Page 81 lists sone
20 conclusory recommendati ons. Wuld you -- would you

21 read those first two paragraphs.

22 A Into the record or --

23 Q Yes.

24 A -- to nyself?

25 So the first two bullet points?
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Q

No, it's just that introductory paragraph

and then that first bullet point.

A

Q

Oh.
Starting at "Going forward"?

Let nme see. | -- 1 think so. | thin

I've misplaced ny Page 81, but -- yeah, "Going

forward," exactly. Thank you.

A

kay. So this is the research take-aways

fromthis paper.

"Going forward there are significant
know edge gaps related to both tine
based and demand charge rates that
the industry and researchers shoul d
address. Specific topics that
energed through this work include" --
and then I'Il read the first one --
Uh- hm

-- "Evaluate rate inpacts on total
energy consunption. The majority of
studi es that have considered
custoners' behavi or response to
alternative rates have evaluated the
I npacts on custoner peak reduction,
but very few evaluated the inpacts on

total energy consunption.

Page

Kk

125
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Regar dl ess of whether the intent of a

ti me- based or demand-charge rate is
to inpact total energy consunption,
this is a critical consideration and
the rates' effect is inportant to
under st and. "

Q Thank you.
So isn't Utah C ean Energy proposing to

evaluate, with its tiered-rate option, an eval uation

10 of total energy consunption, in addition to peak

11 shifting, relative to consunption of peak shifting

12 under a non-tiered rate option?

13 A Well, that's certainly the desire of Uah

14 C ean Energy --

15 Q Yes.

16 A -- and | just have the concerns |'ve

17 expressed earlier.

18 MB. HAYES:. Sure.

19 No further questions.

20 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes. |

21 just have one.

22 *

23 EXAM NATI ON

24 BY THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:

25 Q M. WIson, you suggested several tines
Litigation Services | 800-330-1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

HEARI NG DOCKET NO. 16-035-36 - 05/23/2017

1 that there would be value in conparing two point slf,age e

2 correct?

3 A Correct.

4 Q So regardl ess of what ultimately happens

5 wth respect to Option 2, there will be value in

6 conparing the control group against the custoners who

7 participate under Option 1; is that right?

8 A. Yes, there is sonme value to that.

9 Q Could we do anything with respect to

10 Option 2 that would interfere with the utility of

11 those results?

12 A No. |'ve thought about that, and | guess

13 to ne, if we go wth the Option 2 that has the tiered

14 rates, it just I think would |lack neaning to ne, and

15 it would just be unfortunate. W would still have the

16 results as you said.

17 HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Gkay. Thank you,

18 M. WI son.

19 Ms. Gardner, anything el se?

20 M5. GARDNER  Just a few clarifying

21 questi ons.

22 *

23 REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

24 BY Ms. GARDNER

25 Q We've heard a little bit today, both from
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o . . ) ) . Page 1238
exhibits that were submtted in this -- in this

docket, as well as live testinony regarding sone
research that has been done, not only by the Rocky
Mountain Institute, but also by the Regul atory
Assi stance Project, correct?

A Yes.

Q And in both of those reports we understand
that there's been at |east one study that we've been
made aware where they' ve | ooked at a conbi ned
time-of-use plus tiered rate; is that correct?

If | need to rephrase, let nme know.

A. Yes. Yeah, pl ease.

Q kay. So is it true that fromthe
Regul at ory Assi stance Project presentation, they do
provi de sone results froma case study where they
| ooked at a tinme-of-use plus tiered-rate design?

A Yes, | believe they have.

Q And it sounds |ike, based on the
questioning we just received from U ah C ean Energy,
that the Rocky Mountain Institute also says that there
Is some value to be gl eaned from |l ooking at energy
consunption with -- with these rate designs --
correct?

A. Ch, certainly, yes.

Q Now, one of the reasons you chose to use
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. . . Page 129
this data fromthe Rocky Mountain Institute was sinply

to show the different types of rate differentials that
are used in tine-of-use rate design; is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And is it true that based on your opinion
of those study results that you find that sonewhere in
the 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 differential it is appropriate
for this particular pilot?

A Yes. And you know, what -- if you had,
you know, the best of all worlds, you would add a
whol e bunch of options and do 3-to-1, 4-to-1, 5-to-1,
6-to-1, and you could create a very nice curve for
Ut ah.

And you could do the sane with tine-of-use
plus tiered rates, if you had the ability to do many
nore options. And of course as an engi neer and
scientist, I'd love to see that, but | understand the
practical, you know, constrictions on that. So you
know, I'mkind of -- I"mkind of advising to go with
t he best case that we have.

Q And M. Wlson, isn't it true that the
Rocky Mountain Institute results on differentials did

not |look at electric vehicle tine-of-use pilots

24 specifically, right?
25 A To the best of ny know edge it didn't | ook
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1 at any electric-vehicle pilot. rage 190
2 Q So woul d you agree that this opportunity
3 we've been afforded by Rocky Mountain Power's proposed
4 electric-vehicle pilot project is a unique one for the
5 state of Utah, to conpare the inpacts of two different
6 tinme-of-use rates with varying differentials, and how
7 those rates will inpact custoner behavior?
8 A Absol utely, for the reasons |'ve already
9 stated.
10 M5. GARDNER  Thank you, M. WIlson. No
11 further questions.
12 HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, M. WI son.
13 You're excused.
14 MR. WLSON:. Thank you.
15 MR. SNARR | have one additi onal
16 question, just a point of inquiry.
17 Is there anywhere in the filed testinony
18 of M. WIlson or others that's referencing this
19 Regul atory Assi stance Project?
20 M5. HAYES: |It's the exhibit attached to
21 Ms. Wight's direct testinony.
22 MR. SNARR: kay. Thank you.
23 M5. HAYES: That was Sophi e Hayes.
24 HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, M. WI son.
25 Anyt hing el se, Ms. Gardner?
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1 M5. GARDNER  Not hing further. Thankp‘il/%eu.131
2 HEARI NG OFFI CER: Thank you.
3 Do any of the parties have anything el se
4 before we adjourn?
5 Seei ng no hands and hearing nothi ng, we
6 are adjourned. Thank you, everyone.
7 M5. HAYES: Thank you.
8 (The hearing was concl uded at 11:40 a.m)
9 % * %
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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REPORTER S CERTI FI CATE

I, Ariel Mumma, do certify that | ama
Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for the State of
Utah; that at the tine and place of the hearing of the
foregoing natter | appeared as reporter for the Public
Service Conm ssion of the State of Utah, and thereat
reported in shorthand all the testinony and
proceedi ngs had therein; that thereafter under ny
di rection and supervision ny said shorthand notes were

transcribed into typewiting, and that they constitute

a full, true, and correct report of the sane.
DATED at Salt Lake City, Uah, this
8th day of June, 2017.

i I Wi

Ariel Munma, CSR/ RPR
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 1                 May 23, 2017; 9:00 a.m.

 2                  P R O C E E D I N G S

 3

 4             HEARING OFFICER:  Let's go on the record,

 5 please.

 6             Good morning, everyone.  This is the time

 7 and place noticed for a hearing, a Phase III hearing

 8 "In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain

 9 Power to Implement Programs Authorized By the

10 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan,"

11 Commission Docket Number 16-035-36.

12             My name is Michael Hammer, and I am the

13 Commission's designated presiding officer for this

14 hearing.  Let's go ahead and take appearances, please.

15             MR. JETTER:  And what -- I'm Justin Jetter

16 with the Utah Attorney General's Office.  I'm here

17 today representing the Utah Division of Public

18 Utilities, and with me at counsel table is the

19 witness, Robert A. Davis.

20             MR. SNARR:  Good morning.  My name is

21 Steven Snarr.  I'm assistant attorney general

22 representing the Office of Consumer Services.  With me

23 at the table is Cheryl Murray, one of the witnesses

24 for the Office, and we also have available Jason

25 Thomas on the telephone, who is one of our witnesses
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 1 who will be participating telephonically with us to

 2 the extent that may be necessary.

 3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 4             MR. MECHAM:  Steve Mecham representing

 5 ChargePoint, Inc., and our witness, Mr. James Ellis,

 6 will be participating by telephone.

 7             MS. HAYES:  Good morning.  Sophie Hayes on

 8 behalf of Utah Clean Energy.  With me at counsel table

 9 is Miss Sarah Wright, who is one of our witnesses, and

10 also appearing will be Mr. Kevin Emerson, who will be

11 making a statement in support of the stipulation.

12             MS. GARDNER:  Good morning.  Jennifer

13 Gardner representing Western Resource Advocates, and

14 with me at the counsel table is Kenneth L. Wilson, who

15 is our witness in this case of the docket.  Thank you.

16             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  In terms of the

17 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd

18 start with --

19             MS. HAYES:  Excuse me, Mr. Hammer.  I was

20 under the impression that Mr. Joe Halso might also be

21 appearing via the phone.  Did he make an appearance?

22             THE CLERK:  No.

23             HEARING OFFICER:  No.

24             MS. HAYES:  Okay.

25             HEARING OFFICER:  And in terms of the
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 1 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd

 2 start with the Company since it's the Company's

 3 application.  My instinct would be to then proceed

 4 with the Division and the Office, and then turn to the

 5 Intervenors.  I don't know if you have a preference as

 6 to who goes first among the Intervenors --

 7             MR. JETTER:  One thing some of the parties

 8 had discussed, Mr. Hammer, was maybe doing testimony

 9 in support of the stipulation first, from all

10 parties --

11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.

12             MR. JETTER:  -- so the company would go,

13 and the Division, and so on; and then after that is

14 concluded, then moving on to the time-of-use rates

15 portion.

16             HEARING OFFICER:  That's fine with me.

17 We'll still need to decide who goes first among the

18 Intervenors.

19             Mr. Mecham, are you comfortable going

20 first?

21             MR. MECHAM:  I'm fine.  We're really just

22 presenting the testimony and putting it on the record,

23 and supporting the stipulation.

24             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  And then we'll

25 proceed to Ms. Hayes and Ms. Gardner?
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 1             Okay.

 2             And do we anticipate there will be

 3 cross-examination?  I think there will likely be on

 4 the time-of-use portion, no?

 5             MR. SOLANDER:  It's probable, yes.

 6             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So it's best --

 7 probably at least for that portion, we'll let the

 8 witnesses take the witness stand.

 9             I'll allow counsel to decide whether you

10 want your witnesses to take the stand when we testify

11 as to the stipulation.

12             Anything else before we begin?

13             All right.  Mr. Solander, please call your

14 first witness.

15             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Rocky Mountain

16 Power calls William Comeau in support of the

17 stipulation, and also he'll be testifying regarding

18 the Company's proposed Electric Vehicle Time-of-Use

19 Program that led up to the stipulation.

20

21                   WILLIAM COMEAU,

22     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

23        was examined and testified as follows:

24

25             HEARING OFFICER:  And I'm sorry, my
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 1 instructions weren't clear.  You're welcome to take

 2 the stand, if you like, but during this portion,

 3 first, if you'd prefer to stay seated and if no one

 4 has any objection, that's fine as well.

 5             Go ahead, Mr. Solander.

 6             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.

 7

 8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

 9 BY MR. SOLANDER:

10      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name

11 for the record.

12      A.     William Comeau, W-i-l-l-i-a-m,

13 C-o-m-e-a-u.

14      Q.     And what is your current position with

15 Rocky Mountain Power?

16      A.     I'm the director of customer solutions.

17      Q.     And as the director of customer solutions,

18 did you file direct testimony in Phase III of this

19 proceeding?

20      A.     I did.

21      Q.     And do you have any corrections or

22 additions to your testimony, or the exhibits that you

23 filed with that testimony?

24      A.     I do not.

25      Q.     So if I asked you those same questions
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 1 today, each of your answers would be the same?

 2      A.     That's correct.

 3             MR. SOLANDER:  I'd move at this time the

 4 admission of Mr. Comeau's direct testimony and

 5 exhibits coming in.

 6             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

 7             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.

 8      Q.     And Mr. Comeau, did you also participate

 9 with all the other parties in the negotiation of the

10 stipulation regarding the Company's Electric Vehicle

11 Incentive Program?

12      A.     I did.

13      Q.     And do you have a statement in support of

14 the stipulation that was agreed to by the Company and

15 all of the parties?

16      A.     I do.

17      Q.     Please proceed.

18      A.     Okay.  Well, on May 10th, 2016, the

19 Company met with interested parties to provide

20 background information on electric-vehicle adoption in

21 Utah, and discussed concepts for consideration in

22 developing a plug-in electric-vehicle program.

23             On September 12th, 2016, the Company filed

24 an application to implement programs authorized by the

25 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan Act,
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 1 including a request for authorization of funding for a

 2 plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program, and a

 3 proposal to start a series of working group

 4 discussions with interested parties to advise on the

 5 development of a time-of-use program in conjunction

 6 with the plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.

 7             On January 31st, 2017, after holding

 8 several working group discussions, the company filed

 9 its supplemental application to implement plug-in

10 electric-vehicle incentives and time-of-use programs,

11 together with supporting testimony.

12             The proposed plug-in electric-vehicle

13 program offers incentives for participation and

14 time-of-use rates, non-residential, and low-impact

15 family AC Level 2, and DC fast chargers, and a custom

16 offering for grant-based projects and partnerships.

17             The proposed time-of-use program offers

18 customers with plug-in electric vehicles the choice of

19 different rate options that promote off-peak charging.

20 The time-of-use program also incentivizes (sic)

21 customers to participate in a load research study

22 which will help the Company to better understand

23 charging behaviors for plug-in electric vehicles.

24             On April 6th, 2017, intervening parties

25 submitted direct testimony in response to the
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 1 Company's supplemental application and proposed

 2 programs.  On April 27th, 2017, the Company filed

 3 rebuttal testimony with revisions to its proposed

 4 programs based on recommendations contained in

 5 intervening parties' direct testimony.

 6             On May 16th, 2017, the parties filed a

 7 stipulation and partial settlement agreement of

 8 Phase III issues.  Parties to the stipulation have

 9 agreed on all components of the plug-in

10 electric-vehicle incentive and time-of-use programs as

11 described in the stipulation, except for the

12 time-of-use rate options and on-/off-peak time

13 periods.

14             The Company shall guarantee against an

15 increase of customer costs on the time-of-use rate

16 schedule for the first 12 months of enrollment.  If

17 the total annual energy costs incurred in the

18 time-of-use rate schedule exceed 10 percent over what

19 costs would have been for the same period under

20 Schedule 1 rates, the net difference will be credited

21 on the customer's bill following the last month of the

22 one-year commitment.

23             The parties agree to the proposed maximum

24 and initially-offered incentive levels described in

25 the Company's rebuttal testimony for AC Level 2, and
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 1 DC fast chargers.

 2             The Company agrees to meet with interested

 3 parties after the first year of operation to evaluate

 4 applications and award incentives, and evaluate

 5 whether changes to outreach or incentives are

 6 warranted.  The Company will also provide a status

 7 update to interested parties in the first quarter of

 8 2018.

 9             The time-of-use load research study will

10 be limited to residential customers who indicate they

11 have an AC Level 2 charger, and will require

12 participation for one year.

13             The Company agrees to keep the load

14 research meters in place beyond one year, and collect

15 data for study participants for the duration of the

16 time-of-use program.

17             The Company further agrees to meet with

18 interested parties to review initial load research

19 study results between Month 9 and 12 of the study

20 period, to discuss what actions and costs, if any,

21 would be necessary to ensure a meaningful study.

22             The signing parties believe the

23 stipulation is in the public interest, and

24 respectfully request the Commission approve the

25 stipulation as filed.
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 1      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?

 2      A.     It does.

 3             MR. SOLANDER:  Mr. Comeau is available for

 4 questions from the parties.

 5             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the

 6 Division.

 7             MR. SNARR:  No questions from the Office.

 8             MR. MECHAM:  No questions.

 9             MS. HAYES:  No questions.

10             MS. GARDNER:  And no questions.

11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Comeau.

12             MR. COMEAU:  Thank you.

13             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, does the

14 Company have any other witnesses with respect to the

15 stipulation?

16             MR. SOLANDER:  With respect to the

17 stipulation, no.

18             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.

19             Mr Jetter?

20             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.

21             The Division would like to call and have

22 sworn in Mr. Robert A. Davis.

23             HEARING OFFICER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.

24             THE WITNESS:  Good morning.

25                          *
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 1                   ROBERT A. DAVIS,

 2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

 3        was examined and testified as follows:

 4

 5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 6

 7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

 8 BY MR. JETTER:

 9      Q.     Mr. Davis, would you please state your

10 name and occupation for the record.

11      A.     My name is Robert A. Davis.  I'm a utility

12 analyst for the Division of Public Utilities.

13      Q.     Thank you.  And in the course of your

14 appointment with the Division, have you had the

15 opportunity to review the filings and prefiled

16 testimony of this docket?

17      A.     I have.

18      Q.     And have you also had an opportunity to

19 review the -- it's titled "Stipulation and Partial

20 Settlement Agreement" that's been filed and signed by

21 the parties in this docket?

22      A.     I have.

23      Q.     And what is your opinion of the settlement

24 and stipulation?

25      A.     The parties reached a settlement on all
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 1 issues except the time-of-use rates, and time periods

 2 for the pilot.  The Division signed and supports the

 3 stipulation.

 4      Q.     And do you believe approval of the

 5 stipulation, as it's been presented to the Commission,

 6 would be just, reasonable, and in the public interest?

 7      A.     I do.

 8             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.

 9             I have no further questions of Mr. Davis.

10 He is available for cross-examination.

11             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have

12 questions for Mr. Davis?

13             MR. MECHAM:  None.

14             MR. SNARR:  None.

15             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Jetter.

16 Thank you, Mr. Davis.

17             Mr. Snarr?

18             MR. SNARR:  Yes, on behalf of the Office

19 we'd like to present Cheryl Murray as a witness, and

20 we can do that right here at the table, if that's all

21 right.

22            HEARING OFFICER:  Of course.

23                          *

24                          *

25                          *
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 1                    CHERYL MURRAY,

 2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

 3        was examined and testified as follows:

 4

 5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 6

 7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

 8 BY MR. SNARR:

 9      Q.     Please state your name, business address,

10 and for whom you work.

11      A.     My name is Cheryl Murray.  My address is

12 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City.  I work for the

13 Office of Consumer Services.

14      Q.     With respect to this case and this

15 particular phase, did you prepare evidence -- or

16 testimony to be submitted?

17      A.     Yes, I did.

18      Q.     And did you submit direct testimony

19 consisting of 18 pages filed on April 6th, 2017, as

20 well as rebuttal testimony consisting of 14 pages

21 filed on April 26th, 2017, and surrebuttal testimony

22 consisting of six pages filed on May 16th, 2017?

23      A.     Yes.

24      Q.     Do you have any changes to your testimony

25 at this time?
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 1      A.     Yes, I do.

 2      Q.     With respect to direct testimony, could

 3 you tell us what changes have you made?

 4      A.     Certainly.

 5             Page 3 Line 49:  Change "two witnesses" to

 6 "one witness."  The corrected line should read, "The

 7 office has one witness in addition to myself."

 8             Page 3:  Strike Lines 50 through 52, which

 9 reads "1.  Mr. James Daniel will address the rate

10 design and other elements of Rate Options 1 and 2,

11 components of the Company's proposed ED TOU pilot."

12             On that same page, Line 53:  Strike the

13 number "2."

14             On Page 15, Line 313:  Strike everything

15 after the word "Yes," which would be as identified in

16 the direct testimony of Mr. Daniels at Lines 261 to

17 269.

18             On Page 15, Line 314:  Capitalize the

19 letter "I" in the first word, "In."

20      Q.     Do you have any changes to your rebuttal

21 testimony?

22      A.     Yes, I do.

23      Q.     Would you present them.

24      A.     Yes.

25             Page 8 Line 178:  Remove the word, "our,"
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 1 and replace with the word "a."

 2             Page 14, Line 299:  Strike the words "as

 3 proposed by the Office in direct testimony."

 4             Those are all my changes.

 5      Q.     Thank you.

 6             Do you have a statement in support of the

 7 settlement that has been referenced?

 8      A.     Yes, I do.

 9      Q.     Could you present that at this time?

10      A.     Yes.

11      Q.     Did you participate in the settlement

12 discussions?

13      A.     I did.

14      Q.     Does the Office support the settlement as

15 filed?

16      A.     Yes, we do.

17      Q.     Do you have some testimony to provide in

18 support of that settlement?

19      A.     Yes.

20             In my direct testimony I recommended

21 several minor modifications to the tariff, which the

22 Company accepted in its rebuttal testimony.  Since

23 that time, through discussion and negotiations,

24 further modifications have been made to the tariff,

25 and are included in the tariff attached to the
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 1 stipulation.

 2             Some of the important tariff changes

 3 include the following:  As originally filed,

 4 Schedule 120, in the "Special Conditions" sections for

 5 AC Level 2 charger prescripted incentive, and DC

 6 fast-charger prescripted incentives, indicated that

 7 customers who received an incentive may be required to

 8 consent by charger usage status.

 9             In Schedule 21 filed with the stipulation

10 on May 15, consent to provide charger usage data is

11 now identified as a requirement for receiving an

12 incentive.  A similar requirement now also exists for

13 customer projects and partnership incentives, if

14 applicable.

15             In direct testimony the Office recommended

16 that the Company should create a new tariff related

17 specifically to load research study participants.  In

18 the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Robert Meredith, the

19 Company accepted the recommendation and provided such

20 a tariff.  In negotiations, the parties agreed to that

21 tariff language with certain modifications, which are

22 included in Schedule Number 121 attached to the

23 stipulation.

24             In addition to the tariff changes, the

25 settlement stipulation contained several key elements
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 1 important to the Office, such as the additional

 2 reporting requirements memorialized in Exhibit D EZ

 3 TOU pilot report requirements agreement regarding

 4 ongoing meetings, and load research issues.

 5             In my direct testimony I suggested that

 6 additional technical conferences be required to

 7 provide specific information regarding outreach and

 8 education, and to explain the results of the Company's

 9 RFP.

10             In the stipulation, parties agreed to meet

11 to discuss a number of issues of concern to the Office

12 and others.  Although not set as a technical

13 conference, the Office is satisfied that this will

14 provide the opportunity to obtain the information we

15 were seeking.

16             I would also note that these meetings will

17 provide an opportunity to explore whether changes to

18 the incentives are warranted, and provide a forum to

19 address some of the issues raised by parties that

20 could not be included in the subtle design of the

21 program at this time.

22             The design of the load research study is a

23 major issue for the Office.  Our primary concern was

24 that obtaining survey information from both Level 1

25 and Level 2 residential chargers would not provide
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 1 statistically significant information without further

 2 stratification by type of charger.

 3             The stipulation requires the residential

 4 load research participants will be required to have AC

 5 Level 2 chargers.  Limiting the load research study to

 6 only those with AC Level 2 chargers alleviates our

 7 concern and eliminates the need for additional

 8 stratification.

 9             Taken as a whole, the Office believes that

10 the stipulation is in the public interest, and

11 recommends that the Commission approve it.

12      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?

13      A.     Yes.  It does.

14             MR. SNARR:  At this time we'd like to move

15 the admission of exhibits that the Office sponsors.

16 There are three exhibits identified as direct,

17 rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony with -- submitted

18 by Cheryl Murray.

19             We also have the direct testimony of

20 Mr. Jacob Thomas, and one exhibit, and we'd like to

21 move those into evidence as well.  His testimony

22 primarily is directed at the issues that were

23 addressed and resolved by way of the stipulation.

24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Snarr.

25 They're admitted.
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 1             Does any party have any cross-examination

 2 for Ms. Murray on the stipulation?

 3             Anything else, Mr. Snarr, at this time?

 4             MR. SNARR:  Nothing else.

 5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 6             Mr. Mecham.

 7             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.

 8             ChargePoint would call Mr. James Ellis

 9 (appearing by phone).

10             MR. MECHAM:  Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?

11             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.  I'm

12 having a hard time hearing all of the discussion but I

13 hear you.

14             MR. MECHAM:  Okay.  We would ask that

15 Mr. Ellis be sworn.

16             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Ellis, this is

17 presiding officer, Michael Hammer.

18             Mr. Ellis, do you swear to tell the truth

19 today?

20             Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?

21             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.

22             MR. HAMMER:  This is Michael Hammer, the

23 presiding officer.

24                          *

25                          *
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 1                     JAMES ELLIS,

 2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

 3        was examined and testified as follows:

 4

 5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 6             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.

 7

 8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

 9 BY MR. MECHAM:

10      Q.     Mr. Ellis, would you please state your

11 name and business address for the record, please.

12      A.     James Ellis.  I reside at 6215 Robin Hill

13 Road; Nashville, Tennessee.

14      Q.     Thank you.  And what is your position at

15 ChargePoint?

16      A.     I'm director of utility solutions at

17 ChargePoint.

18      Q.     And did you cause to be filed direct

19 testimony consisting of 12 pages on April 6th of this

20 year, and surrebuttal testimony consisting of three

21 pages dated May 16th of this year?

22      A.     Yes, I did.

23      Q.     And if I were to ask you the questions

24 that are in those -- in those exhibits, would they be

25 the same today?
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 1      A.     Yes, they are.

 2      Q.     Thank you.

 3             And does ChargePoint support the

 4 stipulation?

 5      A.     ChargePoint supports the stipulation.

 6      Q.     Thank you.

 7             Mr. Hammer, I would move the admission of

 8 the two pieces of evidence which I marked as

 9 ChargePoint Exhibit 1 and ChargePoint Exhibit 1SR.

10             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

11             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.  Thank you.

12             And if there are no questions for

13 Mr. Ellis, I would ask that he be excused.

14             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any

15 questions for Mr. Ellis?

16             MR. SNARR:  The Office has no questions.

17             MR. JETTER:  No questions.

18             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Ellis.

19 You're excused.

20             MR. SNARR:  The office would ask --

21             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

22             MR. SNARR:  Excuse me.

23             HEARING OFFICER:  Do you want Mr. Ellis to

24 stay on the line?

25             MR. SNARR:  No.
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 1             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.

 2             MR. SNARR:  Pardon me.

 3             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.

 4             MR. SNARR:  We have asked for the

 5 submission of Mr. Jacob Thomas's evidence.

 6             We didn't ask whether anyone wanted to

 7 cross-examine him, but we offer that as well.

 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.

 9             Does any party have any questions for the

10 witness?

11             We'll proceed with Ms. Hayes, then.

12             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy

13 will call Mr. Kevin Emerson to the witness stand.

14

15                    KEVIN EMERSON,

16     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

17        was examined and testified as follows:

18

19            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

20

21                   DIRECT EXAMINATION

22 BY MS. HAYES:

23      Q.     Good morning, Mr. Emerson.

24             Will you please state your name and

25 position for the record?
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 1      A.     Yes.  My name is Kevin Emerson.  I am the

 2 energy efficiency program director for Utah Clean

 3 Energy.

 4      Q.     Thank you.  Will you please speak somewhat

 5 more slowly?

 6      A.     I'm glad to.

 7      Q.     Thank you.

 8             Did you file direct testimony in this

 9 docket on April 6th?

10      A.     Yes, I submitted direct testimony related

11 to the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Incentive on

12 behalf of Utah Clean Energy, and the Southwest

13 Efficiency Project as part of this docket.

14      Q.     And did you also participate in the

15 settlement discussions that led to the settlement

16 stipulation we are discussing this morning?

17      A.     Yes, I did.

18      Q.     Do you have a statement you have prepared

19 regarding that stipulation?

20      A.     Yes, I do.

21             Utah Clean Energy supports the settlement

22 filed as part of Mr. Meredith's testimony on May 15th.

23             Our main concern with regard to the

24 Company's proposed electric-vehicle incentives was

25 providing robust incentives for smart, at-home vehicle
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 1 charging.

 2             Analysis from Idaho National Laboratory

 3 shows that over 80 percent of charging is done at

 4 home.  Charging during off-peak hours, which will

 5 largely take place at home and during the night, will

 6 have the least impact on the utility system.

 7             Therefore Utah Clean Energy feels strongly

 8 that it is in the best interest of the system, and

 9 also in the interest of fairness for residential

10 customers, that incentives for at-home Level 2

11 charging infrastructure be thoroughly evaluated and

12 included in future years.

13             Ratepayers that live in apartments and

14 condominiums should have the opportunity to charge at

15 home, and Utah Clean Energy believes that given the

16 increased complexity of installing electric vehicle

17 charging infrastructure in a multi-family setting,

18 that a higher incentive than one proposed is likely

19 needed for multi-family properties.

20             To address our concerns regarding Level 2

21 residential and multi-family charging infrastructure,

22 the settlement includes a few things:  increased,

23 up-to, or maximum incentives in non-residential, and

24 DC fast-charging electric-vehicle infrastructure

25 includes more explicit language indicating that
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 1 multi-family properties are eligible for incentives

 2 through the non-residential DC fast charger and

 3 grant-based custom project categories; it includes the

 4 commitment from the Company to provide a status update

 5 on program activity in the first quarter of 2018; and

 6 it includes a commitment from the Company to meet with

 7 interested parties after the first year of program

 8 operation to evaluate adding Level 2 incentives for

 9 at-home charging, and to evaluate increasing

10 incentives for multi-family charging infrastructure.

11      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?

12      A.     Yes.

13      Q.     Thank you.

14             Utah Clean Energy at this time would move

15 the admission of the direct testimony of Kevin Emerson

16 marked as Utah Clean Energy Exhibit 4.0 and would make

17 Mr. Emerson available for questions.

18             HEARING OFFICER:  It's admitted, and does

19 any party have any questions for Mr. Emerson at this

20 time?

21             Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Emerson.

22             Anything else at this time, Ms. Hayes?

23             MS. HAYES:  Not at this time.  Thank you.

24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

25             Ms. Gardner.
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 1             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.

 2             Western Resource Advocates calls

 3 Kenneth L. Witness (sic) -- Kenneth L. Witness? --

 4 Kenneth L. Wilson as our witness, and would ask that

 5 he be sworn in at this time.

 6

 7                  KENNETH L. WILSON,

 8     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

 9        was examined and testified as follows:

10

11            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

12

13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

14 BY MS. GARDNER:

15      Q.     Mr. Wilson, can you please state your name

16 and business address for the record.

17      A.     Kenneth L. Wilson.  Business address for

18 Western Resource Advocates is 2260 Baseline Road,

19 Suite 200; Boulder, Colorado 80302.

20      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, can you please state your

21 position with Western Resource Advocates.

22      A.     Yes.  I'm the engineering fellow.

23      Q.     Did you file a copy of your CV in Phase I

24 of this docket on November 9th, 2016 marked as WRA

25 Exhibit 1.1?
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 1      A.     Yes, I did.

 2      Q.     And did you file direct testimony in

 3 Phase III of this docket on April 6th, 2017, marked as

 4 WRA Exhibit 2.0?

 5      A.     Yes.

 6      Q.     Did you file rebuttal testimony, also on

 7 Phase III, on April 27th, 2017, marked as WRA

 8 Exhibit 3.0?

 9      A.     Yes.

10      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony in

11 this docket on May 16th, 2017 marked as WRA

12 Exhibit 4.0?

13      A.     Yes, I did.

14      Q.     And finally, did you also file an

15 Exhibit A to Exhibit 4.0 on May 16th, 2017 entitled,

16 "A Review of Alternative Rate Designs," authored by

17 the Rocky Mountain Institute?

18      A.     Yes.

19      Q.     And to the best of your knowledge,

20 Mr. Wilson, is everything in your testimony true and

21 correct?

22      A.     It is.  However, there's some

23 clarification regarding a section of my surrebuttal

24 that I would like to make when I testify to the rate

25 structures, so I can do that a bit later.

0032

 1      Q.     Okay.  And Mr. Wilson, was WRA a signatory

 2 to the settlement agreement filed with the Commission

 3 by Rocky Mountain Power on behalf of the settling

 4 parties on May 16th, 2017?

 5      A.     Yes, we were.

 6             The parties discussed numerous issues.

 7 WRA had two main issues that were addressed in the

 8 settlement.  One was extending the length of the pilot

 9 in the way that Rocky Mountain Power discussed; and

10 the second was to focus on Level 2 chargers.  And so

11 both of those issues were taken care of in the

12 settlement and we are very comfortable signing it.

13      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, just one follow up there.

14             Do you believe that to the best of your

15 knowledge that the settlement agreement is just,

16 reasonable, and in the public interest?

17      A.     Yes, I do.

18      Q.     Thank you.

19             So at this time WRA would move for the

20 admission of all of Mr. Wilson's testimony, his CV, as

21 well as Exhibit A.

22             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

23             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.

24             Mr. Wilson is available for questions.

25             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any
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 1 questions for Mr. Wilson?

 2             Ms. Gardner, anything else?

 3             MS. GARDNER:  No, that's all.  Thank you.

 4             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 5             Anything else from any party before we

 6 proceed to discussing the remaining issues -- or I

 7 should say, receiving testimony on the remaining

 8 issues?

 9             MR. SOLANDER:  If I didn't move so before,

10 I'd move that the stipulation and partial settlement

11 agreement of Phase III issues be entered into the

12 record.

13             HEARING OFFICER:  They're entered.  Thank

14 you.

15             All right.  Then we'll proceed.

16             Mr. Solander, please call your first

17 witness.

18             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  The Company

19 calls Mr. Robert Meredith in support of the Company's

20 proposed time-of-use programs.

21

22                   ROBERT M. MEREDITH,

23     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

24        was examined and testified as follows:

25                          *
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 1            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 2            MR. SOLANDER:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.

 3             MR. MEREDITH:  Morning.

 4

 5                   DIRECT EXAMINATION

 6 BY MR. SOLANDER:

 7      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name

 8 for the record.

 9      A.     Robert M. Meredith.  R-o-b-e-r-t, M.,

10 M-e-r-e-d-i-t-h.

11      Q.     And what is your current position with

12 PacifiCorp?

13      A.     Manager of pricing and cost of service.

14      Q.     And is this your first time testifying in

15 front of the Utah Public Service Commission?

16      A.     It is.

17      Q.     Could you just give the Commission a brief

18 summary of your background and how you came to your

19 current position?

20      A.     Sure.  I've been working with the Company

21 for about 12 years in the customer service regulation

22 and integrated resource planning departments in

23 various roles of increasing responsibility.

24             In March of 2016 I assumed my present

25 position, and in this role I'm responsible for
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 1 overseeing the analysis and the work that's entailed

 2 with supporting the prices and the cost of service

 3 analysis for all six states that PacifiCorp serves.

 4      Q.     And as part of those duties, did you cause

 5 to be filed direct, rebuttal, and surrebuttal

 6 testimony in Phase III of this proceeding?

 7      A.     I did.

 8      Q.     And do you have any corrections or

 9 additions to any of those pieces of testimony that

10 you'd like to make at this time?

11      A.     I do not.

12      Q.     Have you prepared a statement -- a summary

13 statement in support of the Company's position with

14 respect to time-of-use rates?

15      A.     Yes, I have.

16      Q.     Please proceed.

17      A.     Good morning.  I'd first like to say that

18 I appreciate the time, effort, and thoughtfulness the

19 various parties have put into this effort to develop

20 an electric vehicle time-of-use pilot.

21             Prior to our Phase III filing, five

22 workshops were held to discuss the pilot.  There have

23 been two rounds of testimony and several settlement

24 discussions that have culminated in the stipulation

25 and partial settlement agreement of Phase III issues.
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 1             I think that this partial settlement is

 2 just, reasonable, in the public interest, and moves

 3 forward many of the issues for the pilot.

 4             This partial settlement resolved all

 5 issues pertaining to the electric-vehicle time-of-use

 6 pilot, except for the rates and the time-of-use

 7 periods.

 8             From my review of other parties'

 9 surrebuttal testimony, other parties have also

10 expressed their support for the time-of-use periods

11 that the Company proposed.  The only remaining issue

12 in dispute among the parties, therefore, is the rates

13 themselves.

14             Western Resource Advocates supports the

15 two rate designs that the Company proposes.  This

16 includes two clean time-of-use options, one with a

17 moderate differential in on- to off-peak prices that

18 is about seven cents a kilowatt hour off peak, and 22

19 cents a kilowatt hour on peak; and another with a more

20 pronounced differential that is about three cents per

21 kilowatt hour off peak, and 34 cents per kilowatt hour

22 on peak.

23             The Company's proposed rates are easy to

24 understand, would produce results that would provide

25 meaningful information, and would encourage PEB
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 1 charging outside of the times when the Company's peaks

 2 occur.

 3             The two rate options proposed by the

 4 Company are different enough that strong inferences

 5 could be drawn for several variables, and useful

 6 information could be gleaned from both the load

 7 research study as well as for customers who opt into

 8 one of the rates, apart from the load research study.

 9             The Division, the Office, and Utah Clean

10 Energy have coalesced around two options:  one that is

11 the same as the Company's Rate Option 1, and another

12 that is otherwise the same, but has inverted tier

13 blocks such that additional monthly energy consumption

14 is charged at a higher rate.

15             Testing a tiered option compared to a

16 non-tiered option, specifically for the purposes of an

17 electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot, doesn't make a

18 whole lot of sense to me.  The tiered-rate option that

19 the Office, the Division, and Utah Clean Energy

20 proposed is not very different from Rate Option 1.

21             I'm not sure what we would learn, if

22 anything, from testing out these two different rate

23 options against one other.

24             While energy charge tiers are being

25 extolled by the other parties as a tool to encourage
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 1 overall energy reductions, I don't really think that

 2 we would be able to parse out the impact that tiers

 3 would specifically have on energy reductions from

 4 their proposal in this pilot.

 5             Time-of-use participants for this pilot

 6 would be individuals who perhaps very recently have

 7 adopted electric vehicles, and could have a lot of

 8 usage associated with that electric-vehicle charging.

 9 I do not know how reliable any estimates of energy

10 efficiency could actually be for this population of

11 customers.

12             Furthermore, tiered rates may encourage

13 energy efficiency, but they discourage

14 electric-vehicle adoption.  You cannot both discourage

15 energy usage and encourage additional load from

16 electric vehicles; the two goals are diametrically

17 opposed to one another.  Tiered rates may encourage

18 energy efficiency, but they do so to the detriment of

19 electric-vehicle adoption.

20             Finally, tiers send a blunt price signal

21 for customers to reduce overall energy usage.  On the

22 other hand, time-of-use prices send a better, more

23 detailed, cost-informed, price signal for customers to

24 use energy at the right times.  And it's more

25 important for customers to use energy at the right
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 1 times than it is for them to use less overall.

 2             Concluding an option with tiers distracts

 3 the Company's final analysis for this pilot and also

 4 distracts customers from the more critical finding

 5 that we're seeking in this pilot, which is:  What is

 6 the pricing incentive, or the bill savings, that will

 7 entice customers to use less during on-peak times?

 8             For all these reasons I recommend that the

 9 Commission approve the Company's proposed rate options

10 for the electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot.  Thank

11 you.

12             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Mr. Meredith is

13 available for cross-examination by the parties or

14 questions from the Commission.

15             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.

16             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the

17 Division.  Thank you.

18             HEARING OFFICER:  Miss Murray?

19             I'm sorry.  Mr. Snarr.

20             MR. SNARR:  Thank you.

21             HEARING OFFICER:  I demoted you,

22 Mr. Snarr.  I'm sorry.

23             MR. SNARR:  I'm demoted now, but if I

24 don't get it right, Ms. Murray can follow up.  Thank

25 you.
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 1             I have some questions.

 2

 3                 CROSS-EXAMINATION

 4 BY MR. SNARR:

 5      Q.     Directing your attention to your

 6 surrebuttal testimony at Lines 29 through 37, you

 7 identified the issues you understand to still be in

 8 dispute that the Commission should address at this

 9 hearing, and you've talked about some of the issues

10 here in your summary.

11             Would you agree with me that the bullet

12 points you set forth at Lines 34 through 37 of your

13 testimony are no longer in dispute?

14      A.     Yes, I would.

15      Q.     Okay.

16             With respect to the issues that do remain

17 in dispute, isn't it true that they are competing

18 proposals on how to design two TOU rates:  one where

19 Rocky Mountain proposes to design two different rates,

20 one that was a 3:1 rate differential, and one with a

21 larger rate differential; and a counter-proposal

22 supported by other parties where one rate would

23 include a modest rate differential and the other TOU

24 rate would be based off the same rate differential but

25 would feature tiered or inclining block rates?
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 1      A.     That's correct.  That's my understanding.

 2      Q.     Let's now address the issues that relate

 3 to the tiered or inclining block rates.  At Lines 105

 4 through 107 of your surrebuttal testimony, you state,

 5             "While tiers have generally been

 6             instituted to encourage efficiency,

 7             for policy reasons they can be a

 8             barrier for customers seeking to buy

 9             or lease a PEV"; is that correct?

10      A.     Yes.

11      Q.     Have you conducted any studies to know if

12 that statement is true?

13      A.     I have not conducted any specific studies

14 to know whether that statement is true, but I believe

15 that customers do respond to price signals, and having

16 a higher energy rate will, all things equal, for some

17 customers, be a barrier.

18      Q.     Do you have any ideas as to how many

19 electric-vehicle owners there are in the state of Utah

20 service territory?

21      A.     I don't know exactly right now.  My

22 understanding is that it's somewhere between 2000 and

23 2500.

24      Q.     Okay.  Isn't it true that most of those

25 customers have some type of charger situated at their
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 1 home to charge their electric vehicle?

 2      A.     That's correct.

 3      Q.     And isn't it true that those customers

 4 utilizing a home charger would receive electricity

 5 through the Rocky Mountain Power residential rate

 6 that's currently in place?

 7      A.     That's my understanding, yes, they would.

 8      Q.     And isn't it also true that the rates that

 9 apply to those residential customers are designed with

10 tiers or inclining block rates to encourage

11 conservation?

12      A.     They are.

13      Q.     And to discourage the extent of use of

14 electricity?

15      A.     That's the policy objectives that tiered

16 rates have right now, yes.

17      Q.     So these 2000 to 2500 consumers in Utah

18 have somehow found their way to buying an electric

19 vehicle thus far; isn't that right?

20      A.     They have, but I would note that 2000 to

21 2500 is not a very large number of our customers who

22 have electric vehicles right now, so --

23      Q.     As you understand the proposed pilot rate

24 study, will the study focus on the habits or

25 inclinations of consumers who might be considering the
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 1 purchase or lease of an electric vehicle?

 2      A.     Our study will specifically look for --

 3 the load research study we'll specifically examine

 4 customers who have an electric vehicle already.

 5 However, we will always, through surveys, understand

 6 whether any customers -- whether the time-of-use rates

 7 or the presence of those time-of-use rates was

 8 something that helped entice those customers to make

 9 that decision, because it is going to be available for

10 up to 1000 customers to specifically opt in to one of

11 the two rate options.

12             And so I think that some customers will

13 specifically see that and realize that there may be

14 cheaper rates available to them if they can charge

15 their electric vehicle during the off-peak period, and

16 knowing that -- and looking at what their savings

17 might be -- that may push them over the edge into

18 making that decision to either purchase or lease an

19 electric vehicle.

20      Q.     Now, does -- your study program has a

21 process whereby you're going to attempt to identify

22 those people who would participate in the program with

23 an electric vehicle; is that correct?

24      A.     Can you -- so you're saying we'll identify

25 those people who have an electric vehicle presently?
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 1      Q.     Yes.

 2      A.     Yes.  And that is what we will

 3 specifically use to target our load research study,

 4 where we'll be specifically focused on the behaviors

 5 of customers who are on one of the two time-of-use

 6 options; or a control group who are subject to the

 7 standard rates that they are right now, and then

 8 seeing what naturally would occur with their charging

 9 behavior.

10      Q.     So the primary focus of the study is to

11 examine the charging behavior, whether they're on the

12 standard residential rate, whether they were on one of

13 the two time-of-use rates; is that right?

14      A.     I think that's one of the main things that

15 we're going to be looking at, but I think that also

16 the pilot as it's currently structured has two

17 components:  one component which is a load research

18 study specifically, which has higher incentive levels

19 to entice existing electric vehicle customers to be on

20 that study right away, and to be on one of the two

21 rate options, or to not be able to be on one of the

22 two rate options and be on a control group.

23             And then that's going to have another

24 segment which is going to be customers who decide to

25 choose one of these two time-of-use options; and those
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 1 customers may be existing electric vehicle customers

 2 or may be prospective ones who -- specifically those

 3 time-of-use rates played a role in their decision to

 4 adopt an electric vehicle.

 5      Q.     Has Rocky Mountain considered offering the

 6 time-of-use rates to customers that don't have

 7 electric vehicles?

 8      A.     We do offer a time-of-use option for

 9 customers who don't have electric vehicles.  Our

10 Schedule 2 is an option that customers who don't have

11 electric vehicles may choose.

12      Q.     All right.

13             In the study you're proposing, you will be

14 comparing the three different groups as part of your

15 pilot study; is that correct?

16      A.     It's part of the load research study, yes:

17 a control group, and Rate Option 1, and Rate Option 2.

18      Q.     So necessarily there's going to be some

19 comparison made between customers who might be on a

20 rate that would include some tiered or inclining

21 blocks --

22      A.     Yes.

23      Q.     -- as well as those that are not?

24      A.     Yes.

25      Q.     And to include one more rate, a
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 1 time-of-use rate that would have a tiered or a block

 2 feature would not complicate the study much, because

 3 you're already dealing with a tiered rate in a

 4 residential program, aren't you?

 5      A.     I think my primary contention with having

 6 a tiered rate versus a rate that is not tiered is

 7 that, first, as I mentioned in my summary statement

 8 there is not a whole lot of difference between the

 9 tiers that are being proposed.

10             And I think that specifically we're

11 wanting to look at two differentials that are fairly

12 far apart from one another, in terms of the price

13 signals that customers would see, and I believe that

14 that will provide more useful information in terms of

15 understanding charging behavior and other variables

16 that I think are useful, such as what role this may

17 play in electric-vehicle adoption.

18      Q.     Have you reviewed the testimony -- the

19 surrebuttal testimony of -- of Utah Clean Energy's

20 Sarah Wright?

21      A.     Yes, I have.

22      Q.     And isn't it true that the Utah Clean

23 Energy's rate proposal involving tiers, ,that Tier 2

24 would not become applicable until after levels

25 contemplated for average residential usage and
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 1 anticipated normal electric vehicle charging usage

 2 would fully accommodate?

 3      A.     For the average customer, the way that my

 4 understanding is:  She has designed this such that a

 5 typical customer who uses about 700 kilowatt hours per

 6 month and then has additional load of about 300

 7 kilowatt hours a month, which would encompass -- I

 8 think what I've said may be sort of a typical energy

 9 level of charging for a thousand miles a month.  That

10 would all add up to 1000 kilowatt hours.

11             However, if a customer had all 1000 of

12 those kilowatt hours during the off-peak period, those

13 customers would be subject to the tiered rates.

14             I would also note that many customers are

15 not the average.  There will be many who are below

16 that average and many who are above that average.  And

17 so for those customers who are above the average,

18 those tiers potentially are a little bit more of a

19 barrier for that customer, a little bit longer of a

20 payback period for that customer, in terms of their

21 decision to adopt an electric vehicle.

22      Q.     In your summary just presented earlier

23 today, you said that

24             "The usage for electric vehicles

25             should be encouraged and is
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 1             diametrically opposed to the policies

 2             we have with reference to energy

 3             conservation," or words to that

 4             effect.

 5      A.     I think what I said was that specifically

 6 with this pilot which is -- we are making this ap --

 7 we've made this application for this pilot and we're

 8 looking to have this electric-vehicle pilot to

 9 specifically respond to the provision in the STEP Act,

10 which looks to encourage electric-vehicle charging

11 during the off-peak period.  And so I think that for

12 that, the goals of specifically encouraging energy

13 efficiency and discouraging electric-vehicle adoption

14 are diametrically opposed to one another.

15             So I would say that for our existing

16 rates, yes, right now they may encourage energy

17 efficiency, but they do also discourage

18 electric-vehicle adoption.

19      Q.     So with respect to the current rates,

20 would I contemplate a proposal from Rocky Mountain:

21 We just take off the existing tiers for residential

22 rates, if you happen to have an electric vehicle?

23      A.     That's not specifically what the Company

24 is proposing right now.

25             What we are looking at is a time-of-use
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 1 options (sic) where customers who opt to be in to a

 2 time-of-use rate -- where those customers now have the

 3 opportunity for much higher bills if their energy

 4 occurs more during the on-peak period -- would no

 5 longer be subject to the tiers, because they are now

 6 subject to a more cost-based, more-detailed pricing,

 7 which includes time-of-use prices.

 8      Q.     I guess the real question is:  Can

 9 time-of-use pricing co-exist in a world where we're

10 also trying to encourage energy conservation?

11      A.     They can co-exist, but I think they

12 undermine some of the goals that are trying to be

13 achieved here, specifically encouraging electric

14 vehicle charging during the off-peak period.

15             MR. SNARR:  I have no further questions.

16             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

17             Mr. Mecham?

18             MR. MECHAM:  I have no questions, thank

19 you.

20             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes?

21             MS. HAYES:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.

22             MR. MEREDITH:  Good morning.

23                          *

24                          *

25                          *
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 1                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

 2 BY MS. HAYES:

 3      Q.     If I could direct you to your surrebuttal

 4 testimony, at Line 100, you say,

 5             "In this pilot, tiers would distract

 6             from the primary message for

 7             customers to manage their hourly

 8             energy consumption with time of

 9             use" --

10             I'm so sorry -- pardon me.

11             I'm reading from Mr. Meredith's testimony

12 at Line 100 in his surrebuttal.

13             "In this pilot, tiers would distract

14             from the primary message for

15             customers to manage their hourly

16             energy consumption with time of use."

17             That's what it says; is that correct?

18      A.     Yes.

19      Q.     This is -- this is your opinion, correct?

20      A.     It is my opinion.

21      Q.     You don't -- this isn't based on a study

22 you've actually conducted already, is it?

23      A.     No.

24      Q.     All right.  And -- and -- or -- or that

25 others have conducted; studies that others have

0051

 1 conducted, correct?

 2      A.     That's correct.

 3      Q.     All right.  In your statement just now,

 4 you said that tiered time-of-use rates would

 5 discourage electric-vehicle adoption; is that correct?

 6      A.     Yes.

 7      Q.     It's true, though, isn't it, that one of

 8 Utah Clean Energy's explicit objectives in this docket

 9 is to encourage electric-vehicle adoption, isn't it?

10      A.     Yes.

11      Q.     And that that was one of our primary

12 objectives in designing the tiered time-of-use rate

13 that we did?

14      A.     Yes.

15      Q.     All right.  Have you reviewed Utah Clean

16 Energy's tiered time-of-use Rate Option 2?

17      A.     Yes, I have.

18      Q.     And if you want a visual, it's Sarah

19 Wright's surrebuttal, Page 45.

20             And in your surrebuttal you did some

21 analysis regarding the cost of charging and the simple

22 payback of an electric vehicle --

23      A.     Uh-huh.

24      Q.     -- at different time-of-use prices.  And

25 I'd like to -- to sort of explore those with you.  But
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 1 looking at this comparison of Rocky Mountain Power's

 2 Rate Option 1 and Utah Clean Energy's Rate Option 2,

 3 it's true, isn't it, that the on-peak Tier 2 price of

 4 Utah Clean Energy's Option 2 is exactly the same as

 5 the on-peak tier in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate

 6 Option 1; is that correct?

 7      A.     And you're referring to the 2.2755 cents

 8 is --

 9      Q.     Yes.

10      A.     -- the same between the greater than 200

11 kilowatt hours consumption in Utah Clean Energy's Rate

12 Option 2 versus the Company's proposed Rate

13 Option 1 --

14      Q.     Yes.

15      A.     -- for on peak?

16             Yes, they're the same.

17      Q.     All right.  And with regard to the

18 off-peak prices, Utah Clean Energy's off-peak prices

19 be in the first tier in Utah Clean Energy's option,

20 the Utah Clean Energy's first tier is 6.1 cents, which

21 is a little less than one cent below Rocky Mountain

22 Power's 6.8 cents --

23      A.     Um-hm.

24      Q.     -- while our Tier 2 price is less than one

25 cent above --
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 1      A.     Uh-huh.

 2      Q.     -- Rocky Mountain Power's price.

 3             And so going to your -- your -- I'm sorry,

 4 what exhibit is it? -- RMM -- TSR --

 5      A.     It's TSR, yes.

 6      Q.     Yes.  I don't want to ask you to do any

 7 complicated math, but if it takes 347 kilowatt hours a

 8 month to charge an electric vehicle, and it's less

 9 than one cent more per kilowatt hour to charge

10 entirely in the second tier under Utah Clean Energy's

11 option, that's around four dollars more a month,

12 right?

13      A.     I haven't done the math but I would say

14 that relative to what Utah Clean Energy was looking at

15 in the rebuttal testimony where the differential was

16 two-and-a-half cents per kilowatt hour, now moving

17 forward to the surrebuttal testimony which has a

18 differential during the off-peak period of about

19 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour, I would say that the

20 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour is better in terms of not

21 discouraging electric-vehicle adoption as much.

22             I would also say, though, that looking at

23 specifically the difference in the surrebuttal rates,

24 these rates are less discouraging to electric-vehicle

25 adoptions, but also say that they are so similar to
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 1 Rate Option 1 that it's going to be very challenging

 2 to understand very much from these rates.

 3             And I don't think they're very different

 4 from one another to where we could really draw any

 5 strong inferences from that, from the 1.6 cents for

 6 this specific population.

 7      Q.     But you don't know that, having not

 8 actually undergone the load research study?

 9      A.     No.  But I know that looking at these

10 rates and seeing how close they are to one another,

11 and just thinking myself about in a few years from now

12 having to write a report and look at how that may have

13 influenced specifically energy reductions -- which I

14 think is what Utah Clean Energy is wanting to

15 understand -- is how tiered rates may influence

16 conservation.

17             I think it's going to be very challenging

18 to be able to tell that there's one rate option which

19 is 6.8 cents a kilowatt hour, about, and another rate

20 option that's 6.1, versus 7.7 cents a kilowatt hour

21 during the off-peak period -- whether it's below 800,

22 above 800 kilowatt hours -- I haven't done any

23 specific analysis.

24             But looking at these rates, I think it's

25 going to be very challenging to try and parse out any
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 1 sort of meaningful information from those.

 2      Q.     But you've also said that tiers will

 3 distract from -- from the time-of-use price signals.

 4 And so it's a little confusing which argument you're

 5 trying to make.

 6             I mean are the tiers going to distract

 7 from the price signals or are they going to give

 8 you -- give you the same results?

 9      A.     So I think there's -- I think maybe, if I

10 may, what you're trying to say is:  Will they distract

11 the Company's analysis, or will it distract the

12 customers themselves, in terms of deciding to consume

13 more or less energy during the -- during the on- and

14 off-peak periods and respond to the price signals.  Is

15 that what you're trying to understand, because --

16      Q.     What I'm trying to understand is -- or

17 what -- it sounds like we don't know what -- what the

18 impact will be.  It sounds like you're making a lot of

19 conclusions without any evidence.

20      A.     I think looking at these specific rates

21 and how close they are, I think that it's very likely

22 it will be really hard to say that a customer has

23 really reduced their energy consumption, specifically

24 for electric-vehicle owners, because I think this is a

25 very unique population that we're dealing with.
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 1             I think it's going to be very challenging

 2 to be able to say whether they have reduced overall

 3 energy consumption or not.

 4             And I think there are, you know, a couple

 5 of competing goals here with the rates that you're

 6 looking at.  I think that on the one hand you want to

 7 have results that are meaningful enough that you can

 8 really see, you know, two different points and be able

 9 to draw some clear inferences where the two rates are

10 enough different from one another to be able to draw

11 clear conclusions.

12             On the other hand, I can appreciate that

13 Utah Clean Energy also does not want to discourage

14 electric-vehicle adoption.  I believe that that --

15 that they share that goal with the Company, and with

16 other parties in this case.

17             However, I think that these rates, as they

18 are, are so similar, that I think that they may --

19 they are not as much of a barrier as what I had

20 previously described in terms of 1.6 cents compared to

21 the two-and-a-half cents.

22             They are still somewhat of a barrier, I

23 would say, and I think they are still very close to

24 where it's going to be very hard to understand any

25 sort of impact from energy efficiency, specifically
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 1 for this population of customers.

 2      Q.     But as you said before, we have not

 3 actually studied this in Utah, the impact of tiered

 4 rates with time-of-use rates, correct?

 5      A.     We haven't specifically studied it but I

 6 just -- a visual examination, and I think somebody who

 7 looks at Table 1 from Utah Clean Energy's surrebuttal

 8 will see that these rates are so close, and

 9 specifically looking at this population of

10 electric-vehicle customers, it's going to be very hard

11 to tell whether there was additional energy

12 efficiency.

13             I think also what will skew the results is

14 that there's going to be a natural inclination, I

15 think, for smaller users to want to select the tiered

16 option, and then I don't know what that will actually

17 tell us about -- about these customers, even --

18 specifically for the customers who opt into it.

19             I think the load research study will also

20 be challenging to understand whether there's any

21 behavioral changes, because the rates are so close to

22 one another.

23      Q.     There is also a random assignment group,

24 correct?

25      A.     Yep.  Yeah.  Yeah.  That's what I'm
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 1 talking about, the two different groups:  one that's

 2 selecting it, and one that's being randomly assigned,

 3 correct.

 4             MS. HAYES:  No further questions.

 5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.

 6             Ms. Gardner?

 7             MS. GARDNER:  We have no questions at this

 8 time.

 9             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

10             I have just a couple.

11

12                     EXAMINATION

13 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

14      Q.     Mr. Meredith, leaving aside the

15 tiered-rate issue, I believe there was suggestion in

16 some of the written testimony that with respect to

17 Option 2, something in the way of a compromise of a

18 ratio of less than 10-to-1 might be an acceptable

19 solution, something maybe in the nature of 5-to-1 or

20 6-to-1 for peak to off-peak pricing.

21             Would you consider endorsing something

22 less than 10-to-1 for Option 2?

23      A.     I think that having a -- something less

24 than 10-to-1 that was not tiered would be better than

25 comparing a tiered versus a not-tiered option that are
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 1 very close to one another.

 2             My preference would be the 10-to-1, but I

 3 think the 6-to-1 or a 7-to-1 would also give us useful

 4 information.  I think that having those points sort of

 5 far apart from each other but still providing fairly

 6 robust savings in both options relative to what a

 7 customer can achieve with our present rates, including

 8 our present time-of-use Schedule 2, I think having

 9 those two points far apart from each other will allow

10 us to be able to draw lines between those and be able

11 to clearly tell between different variables what the

12 impacts may be.

13      Q.     Thank you.

14             The other parties can speak for themselves

15 but just for my clarification:  I thought I heard you

16 say that with respect to the time period that would be

17 used for the peak and off-peak period, there was no

18 longer disagreement between the parties.  Did I hear

19 you correctly?

20      A.     That's my understanding from reading the

21 surrebuttal testimony of the different parties.

22      Q.     Okay.  Well, we'll let them speak, but I

23 wanted to make sure I understood you.

24             Finally, to the extent the Commission were

25 inclined to adopt something like a 10-to-1 or a larger
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 1 ratio for Option 2, are there any measures that the

 2 Company, or specifically you would suggest, that might

 3 be taken to put customers on adequate notice that that

 4 might not be an option that would survive the pilot

 5 program?

 6      A.     Absolutely.  I think we need to be very

 7 straightforward with our customers and educate them

 8 well that this is a pilot.  These aren't necessarily

 9 rates that will continue forever, or even beyond this

10 pilot period.

11             We are looking to gather information and

12 understand the impacts, and then after that point they

13 may be continued in another form or may not be

14 continued.

15      Q.     Do you have any specific recommendations,

16 such as language, to the tariff?  I realize that I'm

17 just dropping this on you right now, but do you think

18 that perhaps further notifications on the tariff or

19 some other process to notify customers would be

20 appropriate?

21      A.     I think the tariff itself spells out that

22 it's for the pilot period and discusses when it will

23 end.

24             Let me find the tariff here -- but it

25 does -- it does say that it will end at the end of the
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 1 step -- step pilot period.  So I think that having

 2 that and specifically having that addressed in the

 3 customer communications that we send to customers will

 4 be important, that they realize that this is a

 5 program.

 6             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  Thank you.

 7             MR. MEREDITH:  You're welcome.

 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, any

 9 redirect?

10             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  No redirect.

11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,

12 Mr. Meredith.

13             Mr. Solander, do you have any other

14 witnesses?

15             MR. SOLANDER:  I do not.  That concludes

16 the Company's presentation.

17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.

18             MR. JETTER:  The Division would like to

19 recall Mr. Robert A. Davis.  I'm not sure if he's -- I

20 think he hasn't been excused so he's sworn in, but --

21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Davis, you're still

22 under oath.

23             MR. JETTER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.

24                          *

25                          *

0062

 1                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

 2 BY MR. JETTER:

 3      Q.     Earlier in this hearing you provided your

 4 name and occupation for the record so I'm not going to

 5 ask you that again, but I'd like to go through briefly

 6 the testimony you filed in this docket.

 7             Is it correct that you have caused to be

 8 filed in this docket direct, rebuttal, and

 9 surrebuttal, and because of the complexity and

10 multiple phases of this docket, I'd like to identify

11 them a little more specifically as PPO Exhibit P3

12 1.0 direct, PPO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 rebuttal, and

13 PEO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 surrebuttal.

14      A.     That's correct.

15      Q.     And do you have any corrections or changes

16 you'd like to make to that testimony?

17      A.     I do not.

18      Q.     If you were asked the same questions that

19 are asked in your prefiled testimony that I just

20 identified today, would your answers remain the same?

21      A.     They would.

22      Q.     Thank you.

23             I'd like to move to enter into the

24 evidence of this hearing the direct, rebuttal, and

25 surrebuttal that I've identified previously.
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 1             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

 2             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.

 3      Q.     Have you prepared a brief statement

 4 summarizing the position of the Division?

 5      A.     I have.

 6      Q.     Please go ahead.

 7      A.     The Division has reviewed the Company's

 8 application for implementation of the electric-vehicle

 9 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined

10 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this

11 docket.

12             In my direct testimony I expressed the

13 Division's concerns surrounding the Company's proposed

14 time-of-use option to -- as being similar to its

15 Proposed Option 1, but only more aggressive.

16             The Division expressed its concerns about

17 the possible punitive pricing structure of the

18 Company's Proposed Option 2, based on the customer's

19 ability to shift load, other than charging their

20 electric vehicles to off-peak periods.

21             Additionally the Division had concerns

22 that the proposed price guarantee may distort usage

23 behavior.  In my rebuttal testimony I expressed the

24 Division's concerns surrounding the proposed rate

25 designs and varying time periods proposed by the
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 1 Office of Consumer Services.

 2             Similarly I expressed the Division's

 3 concerns surrounding the proposal of Utah Clean

 4 Energy's rate designs using tiered rates and blocking

 5 around a thousand kilowatt hours along with varying

 6 time periods and super off-peak pricing.

 7             In surrebuttal I stated that designing

 8 rates requires balancing several often-opposing or

 9 objectives of principles while trying to address all

10 the parties' expectations for a program such as the

11 Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.

12             Prior to filing testimony, the parties,

13 including the Division, discussed several potential

14 rate designs and time periods for the pilot.

15             The Division has not previously offered

16 its own rate designs because its rate designs were not

17 significantly different than the other parties'.

18 However, in my surrebuttal I offered the Division's

19 support for the Company's Proposed Option 1, or one of

20 the options proposed by the Office of Consumer

21 Services for one of the pilot options.

22             For the pilot's Option 2, the Division

23 offered support for Utah Clean Energy's tiered-rate

24 proposal with a different blocking structure providing

25 the billing comparison sent a strong enough signal to
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 1 the customer to charge their electric vehicles off

 2 peak.

 3             The Division's underlying expectation for

 4 the electric-vehicle pilot has been defined as two

 5 rate designs that are cost based and potentially could

 6 be used or adapted going forward after the pilot ends.

 7             One of the key points to that is an

 8 attempt to understand electric-vehicle customer

 9 behavior and determine what will incent (sic) those

10 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak,

11 and encourage them to use energy more efficiently.

12             Therefore the Division supports the

13 Company's time-of-use Option 1 with a two-part on-peak

14 off-peak pricing structure, and a 3-to-1 ratio as

15 Option 1 for the pilot.

16             The Division further supports the

17 Company's proposed time periods of 3:00 p.m. to

18 8:00 p.m. for the summer and winter months, with an

19 additional 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. window during the

20 winter months excluding weekends and holidays for both

21 proposed time-of-use rate options.

22             Since rebuttal testimony, the parties had

23 several discussions regarding a time-of-use Option 2

24 proposal that would optimally support the pilot.  The

25 expectation of the time-of-use rate to incent
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 1 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak

 2 also needs to consider bill impacts that may occur as

 3 a result of the proposed rates combined with the

 4 customer's other energy-use behaviors.

 5             From these discussions, in consideration

 6 of the parties' expectations and Company's proposed

 7 Option 2, the Division supports Utah Clean Energy's

 8 revised four-part tiered-rate design, around 200

 9 kilowatt on peak and 800 kilowatt off peak as an

10 overall compromise.  Utah Clean Energy's design offers

11 a similar 3-to-1 on-peak off-peak pricing structure.

12             The Company's proposed Option 1, while

13 incenting customers to use energy more efficiently

14 through the design's tiered blocks.

15             In consideration the settlement between

16 the parties for all other issues, the Division

17 supports the Company's proposed time-of-use Option 1,

18 the Company's proposed time-of-use periods, and Utah

19 Clean Energy's proposed rate design for Option 2, as

20 discussed above.

21             The Division finds electric-vehicle

22 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined

23 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this

24 docket to be in the public interest, and recommends

25 approval.
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 1             The Division recommends its approval be

 2 conditional upon the accounting treatment, reporting

 3 requirements, and treatment of OMAG expenses as in the

 4 prior phases of this docket.  Thank you.

 5             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.  And I have no

 6 further questions.  Mr. Davidson is available for

 7 cross-examination.

 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander.

 9             MR. SOLANDER:  No questions.

10             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?

11             Ms. Hayes?

12             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.

13             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner?

14             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.

15

16                     EXAMINATION

17 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

18      Q.     So Mr. Davis, just to summarize your

19 testimony so I'm clear, essentially the Division is

20 endorsing the Company's Option 1 rate, the Company's

21 proposed time period with respect to peak and off

22 peak, and supports UCE's revised proposal with respect

23 to Option 2 rates; is that correct?

24      A.     That's correct.

25      Q.     How would you respond to Mr. Meredith's
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 1 concern that the similarity between UCE's proposed

 2 Option 2 rates and the Option 1 rates will undermine

 3 the desired outcome of the pilot period; in other

 4 words, what the Company hopes to learn from conducting

 5 the study?

 6      A.     I think Mr. Meredith has valid points.  I

 7 think in -- to compromise.  There's also some benefits

 8 in studying the tiered rates.

 9             The Division felt, as I mentioned in my

10 direct testimony, that the 10-to-1 option was a little

11 bit punitive, and in the case the customers could not

12 shift some of their other load to off-peak, in

13 consideration of the price guarantee, my understanding

14 is is that is after the year's study.  So during the

15 month there's going to be possibly high bills that

16 would take place.

17             So that was part of our consideration in

18 supporting Utah Clean Energy's option.

19      Q.     Thank you.

20             And with respect to any proposal to --

21 setting aside again the tiered-rate structure -- with

22 respect to Option 2 -- with respect to any proposal to

23 adopt something less aggressive than a 10-to-1 ratio,

24 something between 5-to-1 to 7-to-1 -- would the

25 Division find that more acceptable than a 10-to-1
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 1 ratio?

 2      A.     Yes.

 3             HEARING OFFICER:  I don't have anything

 4 further.  Thank you, Mr. Davis.

 5             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

 6             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.

 7             MR. SNARR:  Yes.  We'd be happy to call

 8 Cheryl Murray as our witness.

 9             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Murray, you're still

10 under oath.

11             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

12

13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

14 BY MR. SNARR:

15      Q.     You previously provided your name and

16 business address and described the testimony that was

17 submitted as part of this Phase III hearing; is that

18 correct?

19      A.     Yes.

20      Q.     Have you prepared a summary of your

21 testimony as it relates to the issues that are

22 remaining to be resolved in this hearing?

23      A.     Yes, I have.

24      Q.     Would you present that summary at this

25 time?

0070

 1      A.     Yes.

 2             The settlement stipulation resolved the

 3 majority of the issues except for the energy prices to

 4 be used in TOU Rate Option 1 and 2, as well as the

 5 hours to be included in the definition of on and off

 6 peak.  However, in reviewing the surrebuttal testimony

 7 filed by all parties, it is clear that the differences

 8 have been narrowed even further.

 9             For purposes of the pilot study it appears

10 that all parties now support the Company's definition

11 of on- and off-peak time periods.  It also appears

12 that all parties support including the Company's TOU

13 Rate Option 1.  As stated by Mr. Meredith, the only

14 remaining difference is the specific design of Rate

15 Option 2 to study in comparison to existing

16 residential Rate Schedule 1 and the Company's proposed

17 TOU Rate Option 1.

18             As stated in our surrebuttal testimony,

19 the Office recommends that the Commission order a TOU

20 pilot that uses the Company's definition of on- and

21 off-peak periods, the Company's proposal for Rate

22 Option 1, and a TOU Rate Option 2 with tiers for both

23 on-peak and off-peak rates.

24             The Office believes the following

25 principles comprise the primary objectives for the
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 1 Rate Option 2 design:  maintain approximately the same

 2 differential between on- and off-peak rates for both

 3 Rate Option 1 and Rate Option 2, so that the primary

 4 difference between the two rate designs to be studied

 5 is whether and how having tiered rates impacts changes

 6 in consumption; establishing meaning of the difference

 7 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 for both TOU time periods,

 8 while assuring the Company's revenue requirement would

 9 still be collected; design an appropriate break

10 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 to create a meaningful rate

11 design differential.

12             Tiers should be developed in the context

13 of the residential average monthly consumption of 700

14 kilowatt hours with an understanding of how the

15 additional consumption associated with electric

16 vehicle charging will impact total consumption.

17             The Office has reviewed the specific

18 proposal presented by UCE -- Utah Clean Energy -- in

19 surrebuttal testimony, and finds it meets the criteria

20 we articulated, and supports it as a reasonable design

21 for TOU Rate Option 2.

22             In our surrebuttal testimony the Office

23 recommended that the Commission order a short

24 compliance phase in this proceeding, which would

25 require the Company to submit specific rates that
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 1 would comply with the concept the Commission

 2 determines are in the public interest.

 3             If the Commission accepts Utah Clean

 4 Energy's proposal, the Office continues to recommend

 5 the Commission order a compliance filing by the

 6 Company so that all parties have an opportunity to

 7 review the proposal, and the rates and bill impacts

 8 can be verified.

 9             The Commission should also allow comments

10 and reply comments on such a compliance filing, so

11 that the Commission can ensure that the rates meet the

12 Commission's objectives.

13      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?

14      A.     It does.

15             MR. SNARR:  We would tender Ms. Murray for

16 cross-examination.

17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?

18             MR. SOLANDER:  Nothing.

19             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter?

20             MR. JETTER:  No questions.

21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?

22             MR. MECHAM:  Nothing, thank you.

23             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes.

24             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.

25             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.
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 1             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.

 2

 3                     EXAMINATION

 4 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

 5      Q.     Ms. Murray, just so I'm clear:

 6 Essentially, then, you concur with the Division in all

 7 of the recommendations as to what the Commission

 8 should do with respect to the proposal, right?

 9      A.     Regard- -- regarding the rates, yes.

10      Q.     Regarding the rates.

11             So specifically -- on board with the

12 Company's proposed on- and off-peak time periods,

13 support the Company's Option 1, and support UCE's

14 proposal with respect to Option 2?

15      A.     That's correct.

16      Q.     Okay.  And do you have anything you would

17 like to add with respect to Mr. Meredith's concern

18 that having the Option 2 rates be so similar to the

19 Option 1 rates, will undermine the efficacy of the

20 study?

21      A.     Well, we think it is reasonable to have

22 those two options available.  I would note in -- and I

23 know Mr. Meredith has said that he's not sure that we

24 will be able to observe what effect it has on

25 conservation -- but in the Rocky Mountain Institute
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 1 report, it does comment that there isn't much study on

 2 how conservation is affected by time-of-use rates.

 3             And so we think that tiers within it would

 4 have -- give us an opportunity to look at those

 5 things, and we also believe that a compliance filing

 6 at some point will be -- we can be -- can be used to

 7 tweak rates, if we feel that that's necessary.

 8      Q.     And Mr. Davis expects -- expressed some

 9 concern that customers who elect Option 2 under the

10 Company's proposal might experience some sticker shock

11 when their bill arrives, that won't be remedied until

12 the end of the year.  Does the Office care to comment

13 with respect to that observation?

14      A.     Well -- (Pause)

15            HEARING OFFICER:  Ready?  Go ahead,

16 Ms. Murray.

17             MS. MURRAY:  I guess I would have two

18 observations regarding that.  First, in the

19 available-to-select group -- so people who are

20 self-selecting an option -- they do have one

21 opportunity during the year to -- under the Company's

22 proposal if it were accepted, they have an opportunity

23 one time to move to a different rate; and under the

24 randomly-assigned group where the load research

25 study -- there is the 110 percent guarantee, so they
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 1 are -- over the course of a year, their total rate

 2 would not be higher than 10 percent of what it would

 3 be under Residential Schedule 1.  However, month by

 4 month they would see that sticker shock.

 5             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  I have

 6 nothing else.  Thank you, Ms. Murray.

 7             Mr. Mecham, do you have testimony to

 8 present during this -- this phase of the Phase III

 9 hearing?

10             MR. MECHAM:  I do not.  Thank you.

11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

12             Ms. Hayes.

13             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy

14 will call Ms. Wright, but I'm wondering if we could

15 take a five-minute recess so I could refill my water,

16 and --

17             HEARING OFFICER:  Two things:  Mr. Snarr,

18 I didn't ask if you had another witness -- I assumed

19 you didn't, but if you do I should allow you the

20 opportunity to call him or her.

21             MR. SNARR:  We have no other witnesses

22 other than the ones we've identified, and with respect

23 to Mr. Thomas, who only addressed the stipulation, I

24 think we've excused him, and we have nothing more.

25             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Does
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 1 anyone object to having a five-minute break?

 2             Okay.  We'll be in recess until 10:30.

 3 Thanks.

 4            (There was a break taken.)

 5             HEARING OFFICER:  We're back on the

 6 record.  Ms. Hayes.

 7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.

 8             Utah Clean Energy will now call Ms. Sarah

 9 Wright.  And she will need to be sworn.

10

11                     SARAH WRIGHT,

12     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

13        was examined and testified as follows:

14

15            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

16

17                     EXAMINATION

18 BY MS. HAYES:

19      Q.     Ms. Wright, please state your name and

20 title for the record.

21      A.     My name is Sarah Wright.  I'm the

22 executive director of Utah Clean Energy.

23      Q.     In Phase III of this docket, did you file

24 direct testimony along with one exhibit on April 6th,

25 2017?
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 1      A.     Yes, I did.

 2      Q.     And did you file rebuttal testimony on

 3 April 27th, 2017?

 4      A.     Yes.

 5      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony on

 6 May 16th, 2017?

 7      A.     Yes, I did.

 8      Q.     Do you have any corrections to make to any

 9 of your testimony?

10      A.     Yes, I do.

11      Q.     Go ahead.

12      A.     The first correction that I would like to

13 make is to my rebuttal testimony.  It is mislabeled as

14 "Direct Testimony" on the cover page and on the page

15 headers.  These should be corrected to read

16 "Rebuttal," rather than "Direct."

17             Likewise, turning to my surrebuttal

18 testimony, my surrebuttal testimony is labeled

19 "Rebuttal Testimony" in the docket number block.

20             Finally, please turn to Page 7 of my

21 surrebuttal testimony.  At Line 110, the Number 4

22 should be replaced with -- by 3.7.  The sentence

23 should read,

24             "The differential between the second

25             on-peak tier and the first off-peak
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 1             tier is 3.7 to one."

 2      Q.     Do you have any other corrections to make?

 3      A.     No.

 4      Q.     So if I ask you the same questions as set

 5 forth in your testimony, would your answers be the

 6 same?

 7      A.     Yes, they would.

 8      Q.     Mr. Meredith provided an exhibit with his

 9 surrebuttal testimony that provided a table of

10 parties' positions.  Given that positions have been

11 clarified through the course of this docket, do you

12 have any edits to make to that table with regard to

13 Utah Clean Energy's positions?

14      A.     Yes.

15      Q.     With regard to the first issue whether one

16 of the time-of-use rates should include tiers, is

17 Mr. Meredith's summary correct?

18      A.     Yes, Utah Clean Energy recommends that one

19 of the rate options should include inclining block

20 tiers.

21      Q.     With regard to the second issue -- that

22 is, what should the differential be between on- and

23 off-peak energy prices, what is Utah Clean Energy's

24 position?

25      A.     Utah Clean Energy recommends that the
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 1 Commission adopt the Company's first option, which has

 2 a differential of 3 to 1, and UCE's tiered option

 3 which is roughly a 3 to one differential.

 4             Oh, sorry, I didn't -- between tiers.  And

 5 the differential between on-peak second tier and the

 6 off-peak first tier is 3.7 to one.

 7      Q.     And then with regard to the third issue in

 8 Mr. Meredith's table regarding the on-peak and

 9 off-peak time periods, what is Utah Clean Energy's

10 position?

11      A.     Well, we still have questions about the

12 cost basis of these time periods.  For the purposes of

13 this pilot we accept the time periods proposed by the

14 Company.

15      Q.     And then with regard to the final issue in

16 the table regarding the super off-peak period, what is

17 Utah Clean Energy's position?

18      A.     Mr. Meredith is correct.  Utah Clean

19 Energy has decided not to advocate for a super

20 off-peak period at this time.

21      Q.     Having provided these clarifications, do

22 you have a summary of your testimony to present to the

23 Commission?

24      A.     Yes.

25      Q.     Please proceed.
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 1      A.     First off I would like to thank the

 2 Commission and all parties for investigating and

 3 working on the time-of-use rate design pilot.

 4             Utah Clean Energy strongly supports a

 5 transition to electric vehicles.  However, as the

 6 penetrations of electric vehicles increases, it will

 7 be critical to both to -- to both continue to

 8 accelerate more efficient use of electricity, and

 9 encourage customers to charge their vehicles during

10 off-peak times.

11             These two parameters, being as efficient

12 as possible and shifting consumption to off peak, will

13 put downward pressure on rates over the long term for

14 the benefit of all ratepayers.

15             Throughout this docket we worked with

16 parties to find as much common ground as possible, and

17 through review of parties' filed testimony, Utah Clean

18 Energy was persuaded that it would be useful in the

19 pilot to study two similar time-of-use rates, one with

20 inclining block rates and one without.

21             Because electric-vehicle adoption has the

22 potential to increase load overall, it is important to

23 consider the signals for efficiency embedded in

24 time-of-use rates.

25             Self-evaluating a tiered-rate time-of-use
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 1 option will help us evaluate the impact of the

 2 combination of time-of-use and inclining block rates

 3 on both conservation and shifting usage to off-peak

 4 times relative to a non time-of-use rate option.

 5             Utah Clean Energy worked in consultation

 6 with the Office of Consumer Services and the Division

 7 of Public Utilities to develop a tiered-rate option to

 8 align closely with Rocky Mountain's Rate Option 1.

 9             Using the Company's worksheets we designed

10 this rate option with the following objectives:

11 maintain approximately the same differential between

12 on and off peak, as was used in Rocky Mountain's Rate

13 Option 1; provide a meaningful differential between

14 Tier 1 and 2 to send signals to conserve; and also to

15 provide savings for EV owners, and to reduce the

16 disparity of bill impacts across residential energy

17 usage levels that exist in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate

18 Option 1 and their Rate Option 2.

19             Some parties had concerns about the

20 complexity of layering time-of-use rates and inclining

21 block rates; however, Utah ratepayers have had

22 inclining block rate pricing for over 15 years, and

23 our proposal merely layers time-of-use pricing onto

24 tiered pricing that customers are already well

25 accustomed to and familiar with.
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 1             Some parties had concern that a 3-to-1

 2 differential between on- and off-peak pricing would

 3 not be sufficient to send signals to shift load to off

 4 peak.

 5             It's important to note that we're not --

 6 these rates are not designed to tell people not to

 7 cook at a certain time during peak.  These are --

 8 electric vehicles are technology-enabled.  That means

 9 they can be programmed to charge during off-peak

10 periods.

11             If a customer knows that they'll pay three

12 to four times more to fuel their vehicle when they get

13 home from work, they will set their car to start

14 charging in the off-peak period.  It's not that they

15 have to go out and tell it to do it right at that

16 time; they have to program it, and the car will just

17 do that.

18             Parties also expressed concerns that

19 tiered rates would discourage EV adoption, but my

20 analysis shows that it will still cost less than $30

21 per month for an EV customer to charge their vehicle

22 under UCE's proposal, even charging at the second tier

23 off-peak rate, even if the charging is all done at the

24 second off-peak rate.

25             Further, if there's a desire to tweak the
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 1 tier such that there's a larger differential, if we

 2 keep the second tier below the current first tier of

 3 8.8 cents, customers will definitely save as compared

 4 to their current rates.

 5             Option 2 treats all usage levels of

 6 customers equitably, and still provides significant

 7 savings opportunities for electric-vehicle owners who

 8 charge off peak.  And with regard to the Company's

 9 proposed Rate Option 2, we are very concerned about

10 the extreme 10-to-1 differential or even a 5- to

11 6-to-1 differential between the off- and on-peak

12 prices.

13             Because of the price signals that this

14 very low rate during all off peak hours of the day

15 including weekends, during all off-peak hours of the

16 day, including weekends and holidays, electricity

17 would be billed at an extremely low rate.  In the case

18 of the 10-to-1 differential, it would be 3.4 cents.

19             These off-peak hours constitute 85 percent

20 of the summer hours, and 80 percent of the winter

21 hours.  This extremely cheap electricity could lead to

22 inefficient and wasteful use of electricity, but in

23 the long run could lead to costly system investments

24 and rate increases that could have been avoided.

25             In summary, Utah Clean Energy recommends
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 1 that the Commission reject the Company's Rate

 2 Option 2, and replace it with Utah Clean Energy's

 3 tiered Rate Option 2, as the two time-of-use rate

 4 options to implement and study during this time-of-use

 5 pilot program.

 6             We further recommend that the Commission

 7 order a compliance phase of this proceeding in order

 8 for the Company to verify that -- rates and bill

 9 impacts for Rate Option 2.

10             Finally, electric vehicles and

11 conservation can co-exist.  That is what we are trying

12 to test in this pilot.  If parties feel that the rate

13 options in our two tiers are too similar, we could

14 easily tweak those tiers in the compliance filing.

15             What we are trying to avoid in our

16 proposal -- in the compliance filing that we

17 recommended --

18             What we are trying to avoid in our

19 proposal is ratepayer impact, both by encouraging

20 electric-vehicle owners to shift charging to off-peak

21 periods and to also reducing load overall, both of

22 which put downward pressure on rates.

23             Thank you.  That concludes my testimony.

24             MS. HAYES:  Utah Clean Energy will first

25 move the admission of the direct, rebuttal, and
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 1 surrebuttal of testimony of Sarah Wright, then make

 2 her available for cross-examination.

 3             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

 4             Mr. Solander.

 5             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.

 6

 7                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

 8 BY MR. SOLANDER:

 9      Q.     Could you turn to Page 9 of your

10 surrebuttal testimony?

11      A.     I'm there.

12      Q.     Thank you.

13             On Line 37 you're referencing the

14 off-peak --

15      A.     Wait, I must be -- oh.  I probably have

16 bad labels.  On 9 of my surrebuttal?

17      Q.     Yes, starting at Line 137.

18      A.     Okay.  I thought you used a different line

19 number.

20      Q.     You're referencing the off-peak rate of

21 3.4 cents, and you say,

22             "Such a low rate for the majority of

23             hours could lead to customer

24             decisions to invest in more

25             electricity-consuming devices and use
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 1             more electricity at economically

 2             inefficient and unsustainable

 3             levels"; is that right?

 4      A.     Yes, that's true.

 5      Q.     Does electricity a consumer uses in a

 6 month, after the 800-kilowatt hour, cost the Company

 7 more to produce?

 8      A.     When we implemented tiered rates back in

 9 2001, we looked at a number of factors, including the

10 marginal cost of new resources; so if new resources

11 are added, then it does impact rates.

12      Q.     That's not what I asked.

13             I said:  Does the electricity a consumer

14 uses in a one-month period, after an arbitrary amount,

15 cost the Company more to produce?

16      A.     In the short-term, I can't speak to that.

17 It depends on if you have to go to the market and

18 what's happening with the market at that time.

19      Q.     But in fact, if the electricity is used

20 off peak, it would cost the Company significantly less

21 to produce, would it not?

22      A.     It would cost them less, then, yes.

23      Q.     Yes.  And that's regardless of how much

24 the customer has already used that month?

25      A.     In the short-term.  If markets are -- have
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 1 availability.

 2      Q.     Okay.  But isn't it true, then, that if

 3 the -- that the off-peak use prices are covering the

 4 variable cost of energy as the Company proposes,

 5 right?

 6      A.     According to your worksheets.  I cannot --

 7 I can't speak to them.

 8      Q.     And would you agree, though, that off-peak

 9 consumption is not contributing to the need for

10 investment in new generation?

11      A.     Well, think back to our electric home rate

12 that we had years ago.  In the long run you encourage

13 people to build electric homes and offered them

14 cheaper rates, and then we had to raise those rates.

15 So you have to think of short term and long term.

16      Q.     But isn't it true that if we're covering

17 the variable cost of energy, and off-peak consumption

18 is not contributing to the need for investment in new

19 generation, and by definition that off-peak usage is

20 not economically inefficient?

21      A.     So you can't say that if we build off-peak

22 load, that you won't have to build, invest -- make new

23 investments going forward, and that's what we're

24 trying to balance:  long-term and short-term costs.

25      Q.     Your proposal isn't based on cost-based
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 1 rate-making, principles, though, is it?

 2      A.     We used your worksheets and -- to develop

 3 cost, to meet your cost of service.  Maybe what you're

 4 saying is that your current rates base aren't -- you

 5 know, we used your worksheet to develop this proposal.

 6      Q.     Does tiered pricing have any basis in

 7 cost-rate-based rate making?

 8      A.     Well, we -- the idea is that you consider

 9 tiered rates, you consider the marginal cost of new

10 investments, and you balance that over time.

11             I remember I was on the stand in one case

12 where someone -- where it was --

13             If everyone used the lower amount of

14 energy, costs would be cheaper over the long run,

15 because you wouldn't have to build new investments.

16      Q.     So is that the same as a "No"?

17      A.     No, it isn't.  Ask me again and I'll try

18 to answer more clearly.

19      Q.     Your pricing proposal with the tiered

20 rates is not based on cost-based rate-making

21 principles, is it?

22      A.     I used your spreadsheet and balanced the

23 cost through the tiers, so then are your current rates

24 not based on cost-based principles?

25      Q.     Do you want me to put Mr. Meredith back on
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 1 the stand?

 2      A.     I mean I'm using your -- I can't answer

 3 that question.  I used your spreadsheets --

 4      Q.     Okay.

 5      A.     -- to calculate these rates --

 6      Q.     Let me ask you another question, then.

 7      A.     -- so that you collected your cost of

 8 service.

 9      Q.     Wouldn't it be useful if, using the

10 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company -- wouldn't

11 it be useful to determine if usage was increased

12 during the off-peak period in order to determine if it

13 is economically inefficient?

14      A.     Please ask that again.

15      Q.     Wouldn't it be useful to test whether the

16 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company would result

17 in higher usage during the off-peak period in order to

18 determine if that usage is economically inefficient?

19      A.     I can't answer that question.

20      Q.     So in your testimony -- and I think in

21 your summary, you also stated that we're only layering

22 the pricing on to the tiered rates that the customer

23 is already well accustomed with -- or accustomed to

24 and familiar with.  Is that a fair summary?

25      A.     Yes, on to tiered rates.  Not the exact
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 1 rates, but yes, on to tiered rates.

 2      Q.     Have you done any studies on how well

 3 customers are, quote, accustomed to and familiar with

 4 tiered pricing?

 5      A.     I'm not sure how much you could speak to

 6 that, but I know customers that understand that the

 7 more you use the more you pay.

 8      Q.     Have you presented any evidence that the

 9 average customer is aware how tier pricing affects

10 their bill?

11      A.     No, I have not.

12      Q.     Do you believe that any decrease in rates

13 is not in the public interest?

14      A.     No, I propose a decrease in rates.

15      Q.     If cost decrease or lowers in certain

16 periods, do you agree that those savings should be

17 passed on to customers?

18      A.     If you file a rate case.  If we are saving

19 money, then they would be passed on to customers.

20      Q.     On Page 12 of your testimony you state

21 that --

22      A.     On surrebuttal?

23      Q.     I'm sorry, yes.  Surrebuttal.  Line 182.

24      A.     Okay.

25      Q.     "EV owners will save money on a TOU
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 1             tiered rate if they charge off peak."

 2      A.     Yes.

 3      Q.     And is that comparing the savings to a gas

 4 vehicle?

 5      A.     To a gas vehicle or to your current rates.

 6      Q.     But they would not save as much when

 7 compared to the Company's proposed rates; is that

 8 correct?

 9      A.     A difference of four dollars.  You know,

10 electric-vehicle owners already know that they save

11 money with electricity as compared to gas, so yes,

12 there's a difference of four dollars.

13             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  That concludes

14 my questions.

15             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter, anything?

16             MR. JETTER:  I have no questions.  Thank

17 you.

18             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.

19             MR. SNARR:  I have no questions.

20             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?

21             MR. MECHAM:  Nor do I.

22             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.

23             MS. GARDNER:  Yes, we do have a few

24 questions for Ms. Wright.

25             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.
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 1                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

 2 BY MS. GARDNER:

 3      Q.     Ms. Wright, do you agree that adding

 4 tiered rates to a time-of-use rate designed for this

 5 pilot has the effect of confusing customers?

 6      A.     I agree that it's -- it adds a new

 7 communication element that will be necessary, yes.

 8      Q.     And I believe you said in your testimony

 9 and today, that customers are used to tiered rates; is

10 that correct?

11      A.     Yes, we've had them since about 2001.

12      Q.     Is it fair to say that electric-vehicle

13 customers are not used to tiered rates plus

14 time-of-use rates?

15      A.     Yes.

16      Q.     And the idea of a time-of-use rate for

17 purposes of this pilot, as we've heard from the

18 Company, is to incent charging during off-peak hours,

19 correct?

20      A.     Yes.  And if you're paying three or more

21 times more, I think that would, regardless if you have

22 tiers, encourage people to charge off peak.

23      Q.     But the idea of the time-of-use pilot is

24 to encourage this off-peak charging?

25      A.     Well, when you do rate design there's --
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 1 you're always balancing different objectives, and then

 2 you can look upon price principles.  One of them is

 3 conservation, so we looked at trying to balance all

 4 the principles for rate design, including

 5 conservation, and we think that having -- it will

 6 encourage people to charge off peak, and we'll be able

 7 to study not just the impacts of the tiered rate, but

 8 also communication.  How do you communicate that?

 9      Q.     Okay.  Let me try this another way:  Would

10 you agree that one of the stated purposes of using a

11 time-of-use rate for this pilot is to encourage EV

12 owners to charge during off-peak periods?

13      A.     Yes, I stated that.

14      Q.     Okay.  And because they pay less to use

15 energy --

16             Well, and the reason why they're charging

17 during these off-peak periods is because they're

18 actually charged less to do so during those times,

19 correct?

20      A.     Or dramatically more if they don't, yes.

21      Q.     But if they're charging off peak, they are

22 paying less, in fact, than they were on peak, correct?

23      A.     Yes, that's correct.

24      Q.     Okay.  And this, in turn as we've heard

25 from the Company, helps the Company avoid or delay
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 1 costly investments and infrastructure over time,

 2 correct?

 3      A.     Yes.  Both conservation and shifting peak

 4 avoid avest- -- investments.

 5      Q.     But what we've heard from the Company

 6 today specifically, is that a time-of-use rate can

 7 help them avoid these costly investments by shifting

 8 use to off-peak times, correct?

 9      A.     Yes, I would agree.  That's one principle.

10      Q.     Okay.  And the idea of a tiered rate, as

11 you stated today on the stand, is that you actually

12 pay more for the energy you use, correct?

13      A.     Yes.

14      Q.     But under your proposal, even if an EV

15 owner is following the time-of-use guidelines as laid

16 out by the Company, they will in fact pay more, if

17 they hit your top tier, correct?

18      A.     Yes.  But they'll pay less than they

19 currently pay than -- under the current rates.

20      Q.     And when you say what they currently pay,

21 are you referring to the current tiered rates that we

22 have in place today for residential customers?

23      A.     Yes.  And they'll even pay less than the

24 first tier of our current rates.

25      Q.     Okay.  But under your proposed combination
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 1 rates -- sort like a hybrid rate, right, where we have

 2 a time-of-use plus a tiered rate -- if an EV owner is

 3 following sort of the guidelines of the time-of-use

 4 pilot and they're actually charging off peak when

 5 energy is cheaper, if they hit your top tier they will

 6 pay more?

 7      A.     Yeah, they'll pay maybe four dollars more.

 8      Q.     Would you agree that that could possibly

 9 create a disincentive for certain EV owners to be

10 charging --

11      A.     No, I definitely would disagree.  I mean

12 they're saving significantly from a gasoline vehicle,

13 and I don't think that four dollars a month, if you're

14 saving $50 on gasoline, would discourage people from

15 an electric vehicle, no.

16      Q.     Do you feel at a minimum, though, it could

17 create confusing messages to an EV owner?

18      A.     No.  I mean it's pretty simple:  You pay

19 more when you charge on peak, and you save more, the

20 more you conserve in all hours.

21      Q.     Okay.  However -- I -- actually I'm still

22 having a hard time understanding how this creates a

23 very clear incentive to an EV owner who is vigilant

24 about charging their car during off-peak hours and is

25 wanting to save money; because if they are in fact
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 1 using a lot of energy, under your tiered rate, it

 2 doesn't really matter if they're charging off rate,

 3 correct; they'll still be dinged for that?

 4      A.     I don't call that a ding; I call that

 5 smart ratemaking.

 6      Q.     But do you agree that they'll pay more?

 7      A.     I have told you like six times they'll pay

 8 four dollars more.

 9      Q.     I appreciate your patience but this is all

10 a part of getting the answers correct for our record.

11      A.     Good, I'm glad.

12             MS. GARDNER:  I think with that, I think

13 I've clarified my questions and answers with

14 Ms. Wright.

15             I appreciate your time.  Thank you.

16             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Gardner.

17             Anything else, Ms. Hayes?

18             MR. HALSO:  (By telephone)  This is Joe

19 Halso of the Sierra Club.  Can you hear me?

20             HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.

21             MR. HALSO:  I have no questions for this

22 witness, your Honor, and don't expect to have any

23 during this hearing, but I did want to seize this

24 moment to make note that I'm present on the line and

25 outside of today's hearing, so thank you for your
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 1 indulgence in letting me participate.

 2             HEARING OFFICER:  You're certainly welcome

 3 to be here, Mr. Halso.  So you wish to officially

 4 enter an appearance, then?

 5             Mr. Halso?

 6             MR. HALSO:  Can you hear me?

 7             HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.

 8             MR. HALSO:  Yes, I do.  Also on behalf of

 9 the Sierra Club located at 1536 Wynkoop Street,

10 Suite 312 in Denver, Colorado 80202.

11             REPORTER:  Would you please spell your

12 name.

13             MR. HALSO:  Yes.  The first name is Joe,

14 J-o-e, and Halso, H-a-l-s-o.

15             HEARING OFFICER:  And Mr. Halso, we're

16 nearing the conclusion, I think, of testimony today,

17 and you haven't had an opportunity to examine any

18 witnesses.  I imagine there would be some rather

19 vigorous objection if we re-hash material, but we

20 should discuss it if there's a desire.

21             Are you comfortable with us proceeding

22 from this point forward without recalling any

23 witnesses?

24             MR. HALSO:  Yes, I am, your Honor.

25             I've been listening in since the outset
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 1 and found an opportunity to just jump in.  And the

 2 only thing I would offer is that I would be happy to

 3 make a statement on behalf of the Sierra Club with

 4 respect to the stipulation and partial settlement,

 5 which we did join, although I know that window has

 6 passed.

 7             But I don't have any questions for

 8 witnesses, and we do not have witnesses to offer

 9 today.

10             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,

11 Mr. Halso.

12             Ms. Hayes, I'm sorry.  Did you say there

13 was nothing else?

14             MS. HAYES:  Just a momentary redirect

15 if --

16             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.

17             MS. HAYES:  -- that's all right.

18

19                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

20 BY MS. HAYES:

21      Q.     Ms. Wright, you mentioned at one point

22 about balancing objectives and rate design, and

23 Mr. Solander asked some questions about energy costs.

24 Is cost causation the only rate-making principle?

25      A.     No, it is one of the rate-making
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 1 principles that you need to balance.

 2             MS. HAYES:  No further questions.

 3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 4             Ms. Wright, I just have a couple.

 5

 6                     EXAMINATION

 7 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

 8      Q.     So just to clarify, if I understand your

 9 testimony today, is it fair -- is it a fair summary

10 that the -- pardon me, that UCE's primary concern with

11 respect to the Company's proposed Option 2 is that it

12 could create a situation where some customers could

13 enjoy a windfall?

14      A.     I would say our primary concern -- and if

15 you remember our direct testimony is that we want to

16 test tiered rates, and so that's very important.  And

17 I think with the tiered-rate Option 2, for customers

18 that can move their energy use off peak, I don't know

19 if it's a windfall, but they may make investments that

20 are not prudent, and if --

21             I don't know if you were here, but back in

22 2001 or before then, when we had incentives for

23 electric homes, people made investments based on a

24 rate structure that was not tenable for the long term.

25             And so we want to make sure that we're
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 1 sending signals to make smart decisions, not only

 2 today, but for the long term; and that's why we think

 3 the conservation principle needs to be balanced with

 4 the incentive -- with rates to also incent electric

 5 vehicles in charging off peak.

 6      Q.     Does the status of this proposal, as a

 7 pilot program that will presumably be limited in

 8 duration, alleviate your concerns at all?

 9      A.     Well, that's why we think we should be

10 testing a tiered rate, because it is a pilot program.

11 How do you message it?  What do you need to do?  Can

12 we see savings?  That's why it makes sense.

13             And some of the studies -- and Ms. Murray

14 mentioned that, you know -- the Rocky Mountain

15 Institute Report suggests that we need to study

16 conservation signals in time-of-use rate pricing.

17             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,

18 Ms. Wright.  I have nothing else.

19             MS. WRIGHT:  Thank you.

20             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes, no other

21 witnesses?

22             MS. HAYES:  No other witnesses.  Thank

23 you.

24             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.

25             MS. GARDNER:  WRA calls Mr. Kenneth L.
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 1 Wilson to the stand.

 2             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Wilson, you're still

 3 under oath.

 4             MR. WILSON:  Yes, sir.

 5

 6                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

 7 BY MS. GARDNER:

 8      Q.     Mr. Wilson, have you prepared a brief

 9 summary of your testimony today?

10      A.     Yes.  Yes.

11      Q.     Will you please go ahead and provide that

12 summary to this Commission?

13      A.     Yes.  Thank you.

14             So electric vehicles are coming; they are

15 being slowly adopted now but we believe that this will

16 increase over time, and we encourage that.  We think

17 that's a very good idea for many many reasons that I

18 won't go into.  But as an engineer I'm concerned about

19 the impact that will have on the utility -- their

20 generation fleet, their distribution, their

21 transmission -- and that's why we really want to

22 encourage smart charging of these vehicles at off-peak

23 hours.

24             And this pilot is an excellent way to see

25 how customers will change their charging behavior
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 1 based on time-of-use rates.  And so we are very

 2 encouraged that this pilot is going to be conducted,

 3 and our sole objective is to make sure that the pilot

 4 comes up with results that are statistically

 5 significant, and can be used in future rate cases to

 6 inform the Commission about how they might want to

 7 design rates for everybody in the future.

 8             With that in mind, I won't -- I had some

 9 more preamble that I was going to do but I don't think

10 that I need to do that.

11             I think I'll focus on kind of the issue

12 that we're trying to grapple with here, which is

13 whether to go with what I call a clean time-of-use for

14 Option 1 and Option 2, as proposed by Rocky Mountain

15 Power, or whether to layer in a tiered-rate structure

16 on to one of those options.

17             And I guess what I would like to say

18 primarily about that -- and I think Mr. Meredith in

19 his summary gave a pretty good explanation of his

20 concern -- but I wanted to say that I have been

21 involved in similar studies for almost 40 years.

22             I was at Bell Labs for 18 years, and

23 principally in the network performance group, and we

24 actually did a lot of studies that looked at how

25 customers reacted to various issues in the
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 1 telecommunications network -- and while it's not

 2 exactly the same as energy, the statistical properties

 3 of the study are very similar -- and I had Ph.D.

 4 statisticians working for me helping to design studies

 5 of various types.

 6             So my concern is that we come up with a

 7 very statistically-valid study.  And this type of

 8 study, to the best my knowledge, has not been done in

 9 any other state, so we really have a golden

10 opportunity, not only to show something to the whole

11 nation, but also specifically to see what happens in

12 Utah, when electric-vehicle owners have the

13 opportunity to use different rates.

14             And what we want is really to get some

15 results that we can make very valid conclusions

16 against, and you heard Mr. Meredith express his

17 concerns.

18             I was pointed to one section of my

19 surrebuttal to -- by the Division.  In that

20 surrebuttal I presented a graph that was in a Rocky

21 Mountain Institute study, and there are several things

22 that we can kind of see in that, and based on that

23 graph I said, "Well, maybe they'll address some

24 concerns."

25             We could lower the 10-to-1 ratio a little
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 1 bit and still get significant results, and I still

 2 think that's true.  Either 7-to-1 or 6-to-1 would

 3 probably be a good place to end up, though the 10-to-1

 4 will certainly get us to a point.

 5             The real issue here is that we need two

 6 points, so we can make some conclusions about if you

 7 drew a line between those points, where would it --

 8 what would it look like on a similar graph to the one

 9 that I presented?

10             And my concern is that if we only have one

11 clean time-of-use point to put on a graph, it's kind

12 of out in space.  We need a second point that is the

13 same except for the ratio, in order to really see

14 what's happening when we move to -- from what I call a

15 moderate 3-to-1 to a more aggressive 10-to-1, or

16 something a little smaller.  And I think that's very

17 important; otherwise I'm afraid we won't be able to

18 make as conclusive statements as we could with the

19 cleaner proposal.

20             The other issue I wanted to touch on is

21 the issue of confusion of customers.  And I recently

22 testified in two rate cases in Arizona -- one for

23 Tucson Electric Unisource, and the other for Arizona

24 Public Service -- and there was a great deal of

25 concern -- these were general rate cases, not pilot
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 1 projects -- but there was a tremendous amount of

 2 discussion about time-of-use rates, and there are some

 3 big pilots that have been going on there with

 4 time-of-use rates for some time, and no one was really

 5 advocating to layer on tiers into those time-of-use

 6 rates.

 7             And their concern was communication to the

 8 customer and the customer's understanding of what

 9 happens when you get multiple variables going on with

10 their bill.

11             And I think that's particularly important

12 with this pilot with customers who have new electric

13 vehicles.  We want them to use those vehicles without

14 having something in their head saying, "Oh, I know

15 that if I charge more and use it more, it will cost a

16 little more."  And that concerns me.

17             While I don't have absolute statistics to

18 back that up, it's got to be something of a

19 psychological issue to a customer.  They go in the

20 garage, they have an electric vehicle and a gasoline

21 vehicle, "Which do I use?"  And if I know that it

22 costs a little more to charge more and use more with

23 the electric vehicle, that could impact what I do.

24             So I think the confusion issue is a big

25 one that we should avoid for the pilot.
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 1             When we get to a general rate case,

 2 eventually, here, I think then we will need to very

 3 carefully -- very carefully look at all of these

 4 issues, and see what makes sense for all customers.

 5             I doubt that there will be any appetite

 6 for a separate rate class for electric-vehicle owners,

 7 though that could happen.  But if someone could switch

 8 rate classes by buying an electric vehicle, you don't

 9 want to create some gaming there.  And I'm afraid if

10 you had separate rate classes that could happen.

11             I think that -- I mean the idea of

12 time-of-use rates with tiered rates is an interesting

13 one, and if we had more -- more money for this study,

14 I would recommend that we do essentially what Rocky

15 Mountain Power is proposing, and also have two sets of

16 customers that were on time-of-use with tiered rates.

17 Then we would get two sets for each of those types of

18 rates, and then we could do some very good

19 comparisons.

20             But given that we have limited funds and

21 we don't want to overspend the budget, I think it's

22 much more prudent to select one of those types of rate

23 structures and not try to mix and match.  I think if

24 we mix and match we will have problems when we try to

25 analyze this.
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 1             So I believe that's all I would say in

 2 summary.  Thank you.

 3      Q.     Mr. Wilson, I am going to ask you just one

 4 quick follow-up question.

 5             We have had two witnesses today,

 6 Ms. Murray with the Office and Ms. Wright with the

 7 Utah Clean Energy, reference your Attachment A to this

 8 most recent exhibit -- I believe it was WRA

 9 Exhibit 4.0 -- and that would be the Rocky Mountain --

10 I'm sorry, the Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and

11 they mention that in that report that -- that there

12 are some concerns regarding potential conservation

13 impacts from time-of-use rates.

14             Ms. Wright says that -- suggests that we

15 need to better understand conservation price signals

16 included in these rates, and this is included in that

17 report.  Can you address the concerns that were raised

18 by both of these witnesses today?

19      A.     Yes.

20             I mean it is a very good question as to

21 how the best design rates for electric-vehicle

22 users -- and one day we may be going back to

23 advocating for heating with electricity instead of

24 natural gas, but without a larger study -- meaning

25 more -- more groups of customers on different rate

0108

 1 classes -- I just don't see how we can get at what we

 2 would need to get at to really understand how energy

 3 efficiency is impacted by different time-of-use-type

 4 rate structures.

 5             Further, Western Resource Advocates has

 6 been studying the issues of rate structures for

 7 several years, looking at time of use, looking at

 8 demand charges.  And while we know that the Regulatory

 9 Assistance Project has said that there is some

10 additional advantage in energy efficiency, in saving

11 energy from having time-of-use plus layering on a

12 tier, we're pretty convinced, at Western Resource

13 Advocates, that we will get a lot of energy efficiency

14 from simple time-of-use rates; that customers will

15 become very aware of when they're using energy, and

16 that that will cause them to reduce their overall

17 energy use.

18             And that's been the discussion in Arizona,

19 in these other cases, that you do get a lot of

20 savings.  Maybe eventually there are other ways to get

21 even more, but we think that simple is better, going

22 forward at this time.

23      Q.      Mr. Wilson, does that conclude the

24 summary of your position today?

25      A.     It does.
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 1      Q.     Do you have any other recommendations for

 2 the Commissions that are not included in your

 3 testimony?

 4      A.     I do not.

 5      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?

 6      A.     Yes.

 7             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.

 8             Mr. Wilson is available for cross.

 9             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?

10             MR. SOLANDER:  No questions, thank you.

11             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.

12             MR. JETTER:  Actually I do have a just a

13 few brief questions.

14

15                   CROSS-EXAMINATION

16 BY MR. JETTER:

17      Q.     And this was actually regarding the issue

18 that we had -- you had mentioned earlier, which is in

19 your surrebuttal testimony on Page 5.

20             There's a chart that is included from the

21 Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and I don't know if

22 you have that in front of you --

23      A.     I do.

24      Q.     Is your copy by chance in color?

25      A.     It is.
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 1      Q.     Okay.  So there's a combination of green

 2 and blue points on that chart, and as I understand

 3 that, is it correct that the blue points to the right

 4 are based on a modified time-based rate, which are --

 5 I think the report described it as supercritical

 6 high-load hours that typically fall between five and

 7 22 days per year?

 8      A.     Yes, that's my understanding.

 9      Q.     And kind of where I'm going with this

10 question is:  If we look on the chart down to the

11 10-to-1 peak/off-peak ratio, that's pretty much

12 exclusively into the territory of those sort of

13 critical off-/on-peak rates, and there are no standard

14 time-of-you price -- time-of-use pricing -- or the

15 clean time-of-use pricing, with that extreme of a

16 ratio; is that right?

17      A.     Yes, that's my understanding.  At least

18 from the date that that was used to create this chart.

19      Q.     Okay.  And if this chart is --

20             I guess what I'm kind of -- follow up with

21 that would be that it sounds like my understanding is

22 correct, and your recommendation would be that the

23 10-to-1 rate would be a little bit on the extreme end,

24 and somewhere more like 5-to-1 would be more

25 appropriate for the second option?
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 1      A.     Well, I think, as Mr. Meredith said, we

 2 want to keep the difference between the two options

 3 strong enough so that we get a clear signal as to the

 4 difference in customer behavior.

 5             I think 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 would probably be

 6 adequate, but we're kind of basing it on studies, as

 7 you point out, that are not identical to what we're

 8 doing.

 9             In my surrebuttal I said that this chart

10 was not based on electric-vehicle time-of-use studies;

11 it was based on just general users.  So we don't

12 really know how the electric vehicle users will fall

13 on this chart, and as I said a few minutes ago, that's

14 why I'd like -- I'd love to see two points rather than

15 just one point.

16             And you've pointed out that there are --

17 there is another variable in this chart that makes it

18 a little less applicable to what we're actually doing,

19 and that is that the blue dots on the chart are from

20 critical peak pricing prices and other things.

21             But what I was really doing was using this

22 chart to kind of indicate:  How much of a difference

23 does it take in prices to get reaction from a

24 customer?  And I think that's more interesting than

25 when those prices were available.  It's just the --
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 1 the absolute difference in the prices.

 2             And so while you have certainly a valid

 3 point there, I was more interested in just the

 4 absolute difference in the peak to off-peak ratio.

 5             And there are a lot of things happening

 6 with this curve.  I don't think Rocky Mountain

 7 Institute captured all of that in their -- their

 8 discussion, because you could -- if you throw out some

 9 of the points that are way off scale, I think you come

10 up with some different -- a little bit different

11 analysis than they did.

12             But maybe to summarize, I think it's a

13 reasonable kind of guide to look at.

14      Q.     Okay.  Well, thank you.

15             And following up just a little bit on

16 that, which is kind of what I'm kind of trying to

17 tease out, is that it seems, really, from that chart,

18 that other utilities that were studied here typically

19 don't go beyond about 4-to-1 in actual rates, and

20 10-to-1 is beyond, it looks like, anything that they

21 had come up with in their study.

22             Do you think it would be reasonable to

23 have a second time-of-use rate that is beyond the

24 limit of what would be reasonable, to try to actually

25 implement in an actual rate that's open to all
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 1 customers?

 2      A.     Well, this is not -- we're looking at a

 3 pilot, not a general rate case, and I'm sure that if

 4 this was a general rate case I would be analyzing this

 5 in a different way, and probably advocating

 6 differently.

 7             But given it's a pilot, I really keep

 8 going back to statistical significance.  We need a big

 9 enough differential that we actually get something

10 meaningful at the end of the study.  And it may be

11 that even at 3-to-1 customers really shift their

12 charging pattern, but it may not.  And it could be

13 that the charging pattern shift for 3-to-1 is not much

14 different from 4-to-1 or even 5-to-1.  That's why we

15 need a bit of a spread, and I think 6-to-1 would be

16 the smallest I would recommend for Option 2.

17             MR. JETTER:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's all

18 the questions I had.

19             I appreciate your time.

20             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr?

21             MR. SNARR:  Thank you.

22                          *

23                   CROSS-EXAMINATION

24 BY MR. SNARR:

25      Q.     You indicated that certain aspects of the
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 1 time-of-use rate pilot study here in Utah provides

 2 opportunities for study that may not have been studied

 3 in other states; is that correct?

 4      A.     That's correct.

 5      Q.     Now, you also referenced this Rocky

 6 Mountain Institute paper where certain things have

 7 been studied in other states.  And indeed on

 8 Page 28 -- you've been referencing it -- that captures

 9 some of the information from other studies that have

10 been made, at least as it relates to incorporating

11 differentials and time-of-use rates; is that correct?

12      A.     Yes.

13      Q.     And you've referenced in your testimony

14 some of those conclusions, conclusions related to the

15 10-to-1 ratio, conclusions related to a 5-to-1 ratio,

16 and conclusions with respect to a 2-to-1 ratio; is

17 that right?

18      A.     That's correct.

19      Q.     So a study focused on different

20 differentials is basically repeating what you've

21 already got resourced here in your Rocky Mountain

22 Institute study; is that correct?

23      A.     Not with electric vehicles, no.  But with

24 studies that were not directed at just general energy

25 users, then this is a better guide.
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 1      Q.     Do you suspect that the conclusions

 2 reached in the Rocky Mountain Institute paper with

 3 respect to users generally on time-of-use rates, would

 4 significantly differ from electric-vehicle users?

 5      A.     I don't know --

 6      Q.     Okay.

 7      A.     -- and that's what I would like to know.

 8      Q.     Okay.  Isn't it true that there's not been

 9 a study that you're aware of that compares a

10 time-of-use rate with another time-of-use rate having

11 tiered or inclining blocks?

12      A.     I think there has been some of that but I

13 haven't seen the data.  I've heard -- I mean I've

14 listened to several RAP -- webinars, and that's the

15 rate -- well, RAP, and we actually hired one of their

16 people to consult with us on rate design a bit, and I

17 don't have access to that data offhand.

18      Q.     You were referencing studies to be

19 meaningful.  If we studied two different ideas or two

20 different points of information that were somewhat the

21 same, the study might not be effective because you

22 couldn't see the difference; is that right?

23      A.     That you wouldn't -- yes, correct, you

24 would not get a statistically-significant difference

25 between the two, so you kind of wasted one of your
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 1 points.

 2      Q.     But with respect to general usage and the

 3 information you provided here out of Page 28 of the

 4 Rocky Mountain Institute, the effect of the rate

 5 differential has been studied and somewhat has an

 6 answer as you've played out in your testimony; isn't

 7 that true?

 8      A.     Yes.  I mean the higher the differential

 9 in general, the more shifting of energy to off peak

10 from on peak.  Yes, I think we could conclude that.

11      Q.     So if we were to put forth a study

12 opportunity here in the state of Utah with its

13 electric-vehicle program where we were studying one

14 time-of-use rate involved -- which incorporates a

15 particular rate differential that seems to be the best

16 candidate, as you've recommended, out of the Rocky

17 Mountain Institute; and on the other hand, studied a

18 time-of-use rate that has tiers, wouldn't that provide

19 a great opportunity as a study -- as a study of these

20 two different concepts, and to see whether or not

21 there is a difference in how the two rates would

22 compare?

23      A.     No.  I disagree with that.  As I said, if

24 we could add two more groups of customers to this

25 study then we could do that, and I would be
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 1 comfortable -- very comfortable.  That would be a

 2 great study.

 3             But if we're limited to essentially three

 4 groups that control an Option 1 and Option 2, then I

 5 would disagree with that.

 6             I think it either has to be a clean

 7 time-of-use for both of Option 1 and Option 2, or it

 8 has to be tiered plus time-of-use for both of them,

 9 which I don't find as valuable, because I -- I think

10 there's confusion between which of those variables is

11 really causing the shift.

12      Q.     With respect to confusion, you've studied

13 the surrebuttal of Utah Clean Energy witness Sarah

14 Wright; isn't that true?

15      A.     Yes.

16      Q.     And isn't it true that her current

17 proposal only really has two TOU rate alternatives:

18 one with tiers and one without?

19      A.     Yes.

20      Q.     And with respect to the one with tiers,

21 there would be four different energy rates stated for

22 service throughout the year; isn't that correct?

23      A.     Yes.

24      Q.     And isn't it true that the current -- that

25 the applicable residential rates includes tiers?
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 1      A.     Yes.

 2      Q.     And with respect to those tiers, isn't it

 3 true there's three different energy rates that apply

 4 during the summer?

 5      A.     Yes.

 6      Q.     And Rocky Mountain has not proposed any

 7 rate design features that would encourage conservation

 8 for off-peak periods where those electric vehicles

 9 were given special lower rates to encourage their

10 vehicles -- to recharge their vehicles; isn't that

11 correct?

12             Do you want me to restate that?

13      A.     Please.

14      Q.     Rocky Mountain has not proposed any rate

15 design features that would encourage conservation for

16 off-peak time periods where those with electric

17 vehicles are given special lower rates to charge their

18 vehicles; isn't that correct?

19      A.     Best of my knowledge, that's correct.

20      Q.     And if the TOU pilot program were to

21 include one rate option that included tiered or

22 inclining block rates, isn't it true that that would

23 allow the usage patterns to be studied more directly

24 as it relates to whether charging vehicles in off-peak

25 periods would encourage habits that might be
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 1 inconsistent with energy conservation?

 2      A.     Well, as I said, if we had two more

 3 options it would be a great idea, but I think the mix

 4 and match, we're going to look at apples and oranges.

 5      Q.     But the mix and match, as you suggest,

 6 would remove any opportunity to observe the results as

 7 it relates to possible measures to encourage

 8 conservation; isn't that correct?

 9      A.     Well, we're going -- I wouldn't quite

10 dis- -- I wouldn't quite agree with that because we

11 will have a set of customers on the existing rates

12 which have the tiered rates, so we will get to see

13 what the difference is between those.  We wouldn't see

14 how time-of-use impacts that, but as I said, we just

15 don't have enough options to throw at that.

16      Q.     But if you have three rates -- one that's

17 got tiers over here, two that have time-of-use

18 opportunities for service over here -- wouldn't

19 changing one of those time-of-use rates to a tiered

20 option allow us to observe both -- both the possible

21 impacts of switching to a different lower rate

22 differential, and also switching to a rate -- with a

23 lower rate but also including the tiers.  Doesn't

24 three rates allow us to observe two different features

25 and study them?
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 1      A.     No.  Because I mean as you said, current

 2 rate actually has three different tiers, so that's

 3 different; and then we have one clean time-of-use and

 4 then a time-of-use with tiers.  And so we really have

 5 three different -- you've got apples, oranges, and

 6 pineapples or something.

 7             MR. SNARR:  I have no further questions.

 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham.

 9             MR. MECHAM:  No questions, thank you.

10             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes?

11             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.

12             Good morning, Mr. Wilson.

13

14                   CROSS-EXAMINATION

15 BY MS. HAYES:

16      Q.     So I'm going to turn back to the -- your

17 graph on Page -- well, I guess it's the graph from the

18 RMI report on Page 5 of your testimony -- excuse me.

19             And you -- just to follow up on what

20 Mr. Jetter was saying, you were really focused on the

21 green dots; is that correct?

22      A.     No, I was looking at the whole set.

23 Actually -- actually, if they weren't colored, that's

24 kind of how -- if they were all grey, that's kind of

25 how I was looking at them, just to see the spread of
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 1 peak to off peak and what that did to move customer

 2 behavior.

 3      Q.     Okay.  But in the current -- the proposals

 4 that -- that we're contemplating for this pilot

 5 program, we're really only -- only considering what in

 6 this report they would consider the time-of-use price

 7 only, is that correct, because we're not considering

 8 critical-peak pricing, peak-time rebates, or

 9 variable-peak pricing; is that correct?

10      A.     Correct as you ask it, but we are looking

11 at, you know, what's the significance of the spread --

12      Q.     Okay.

13      A.     -- which takes into account, in my view,

14 all of the dots.

15      Q.     Sure.  Okay.

16             Do you know how many of the studies

17 represented in any of these dots examined tiered

18 time-of-use rates?

19      A.     No, I don't know.

20      Q.     Okay.  Do you know how many of these

21 studies represented in the dots evaluated

22 technology-enabled devices?

23      A.     No.  I don't know that.

24      Q.     All right.

25             Let's talk about electric vehicles for a

0122

 1 minute.

 2             With an electric vehicle, you can program

 3 the car to begin charging at a set time; is that

 4 correct?

 5      A.     Yes, that's correct.

 6      Q.     And that's true -- that's true of the

 7 vehicle itself, regardless of the type of charger; is

 8 that correct?

 9      A.     Yes, it's a property of the vehicle in

10 general.

11      Q.     Okay.  So in other words, the electric

12 vehicle is what's called a technology-enabled device;

13 is that correct?

14      A.     It is, though I know there are chargers

15 that do have those kinds of capabilities as well.

16      Q.     Sure.  Sure.  But the cars themselves are

17 technology-enabled devices?

18      A.     Well, certainly.  And to the best of my

19 knowledge, most or all of them do have the ability to

20 program your charging.

21      Q.     Yes.  Will you turn with me to Page 42 of

22 the RMI report?

23      A.     I actually don't have it here.

24      Q.     Oh.  I think it -- okay.  If it's -- if

25 it's all right, Ms. Wright has a copy --
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 1      A.     Sure.

 2      Q.     -- of Page 42 that we can bring to you.

 3             HEARING OFFICER:  Is that in the record

 4 somewhere, to which -- I can pull it up here --

 5 introduced with the surrebuttal?

 6             MS. GARDNER:  It's Attachment A to

 7 Exhibit WRA 4.0.

 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 9             MR. WILSON:  Excuse me.  Could you repeat

10 which page?

11             MS. HAYES:  Page 42.

12             MS. GARDNER:  Sorry --

13             MS. HAYES:  I'm looking at Page 42 of that

14 RMI report.

15             MR. WILSON:  Okay.

16      Q.     BY MS. HAYES:  So the graph on the left

17 which -- shows peak production for basic time-based

18 rates with and without enabling technology.

19             So the lighter blue shows time-of-use

20 rates along with technology-enabled devices.  So

21 looking at that graph, would you agree with me that

22 much higher savings -- for example, more than

23 double -- were achieved with technology-enabled

24 devices plus time-of-use rates, than with time-of-use

25 rates alone?
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 1      A.     Yes.  But looking at this again, the curve

 2 is actually steeper on the price-enabling technology's

 3 curve, which means that it's actually more important

 4 to have a larger peak, off-peak ratio -- with enabling

 5 technology.

 6      Q.     But there are results that show that even

 7 at a 3-to-1 -- at a -- or around a 3-to-1 ratio, there

 8 were significant savings, would you agree?

 9      A.     Oh, certainly.

10      Q.     All right.

11      A.     Certainly.  But there are even more

12 savings at six- and 7-to-1, by a significant amount,

13 like 50 percent or more.

14      Q.     Thank you.

15             So will you turn with me to Page 81 of the

16 Rocky Mountain Institute report.

17      A.     Yes.  I'm there.

18      Q.     Okay.  I'm not.  One moment.

19             Well, will you -- this Page 81 lists some

20 conclusory recommendations.  Would you -- would you

21 read those first two paragraphs.

22      A.     Into the record or --

23      Q.     Yes.

24      A.     -- to myself?

25             So the first two bullet points?
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 1      Q.     No, it's just that introductory paragraph

 2 and then that first bullet point.

 3      A.     Oh.

 4             Starting at "Going forward"?

 5      Q.     Let me see.  I -- I think so.  I think

 6 I've misplaced my Page 81, but -- yeah, "Going

 7 forward," exactly.  Thank you.

 8      A.     Okay.  So this is the research take-aways

 9 from this paper.

10             "Going forward there are significant

11             knowledge gaps related to both time

12             based and demand charge rates that

13             the industry and researchers should

14             address.  Specific topics that

15             emerged through this work include" --

16             and then I'll read the first one --

17      Q.     Uh-hm.

18      A.     -- "Evaluate rate impacts on total

19             energy consumption.  The majority of

20             studies that have considered

21             customers' behavior response to

22             alternative rates have evaluated the

23             impacts on customer peak reduction,

24             but very few evaluated the impacts on

25             total energy consumption.
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 1             Regardless of whether the intent of a

 2             time-based or demand-charge rate is

 3             to impact total energy consumption,

 4             this is a critical consideration and

 5             the rates' effect is important to

 6             understand."

 7      Q.     Thank you.

 8             So isn't Utah Clean Energy proposing to

 9 evaluate, with its tiered-rate option, an evaluation

10 of total energy consumption, in addition to peak

11 shifting, relative to consumption of peak shifting

12 under a non-tiered rate option?

13      A.     Well, that's certainly the desire of Utah

14 Clean Energy --

15      Q.     Yes.

16      A.     -- and I just have the concerns I've

17 expressed earlier.

18             MS. HAYES:  Sure.

19             No further questions.

20             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.  I

21 just have one.

22                          *

23                     EXAMINATION

24 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

25      Q.     Mr. Wilson, you suggested several times
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 1 that there would be value in comparing two points,

 2 correct?

 3      A.     Correct.

 4      Q.     So regardless of what ultimately happens

 5 with respect to Option 2, there will be value in

 6 comparing the control group against the customers who

 7 participate under Option 1; is that right?

 8      A.     Yes, there is some value to that.

 9      Q.     Could we do anything with respect to

10 Option 2 that would interfere with the utility of

11 those results?

12      A.     No.  I've thought about that, and I guess

13 to me, if we go with the Option 2 that has the tiered

14 rates, it just I think would lack meaning to me, and

15 it would just be unfortunate.  We would still have the

16 results as you said.

17             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,

18 Mr. Wilson.

19             Ms. Gardner, anything else?

20             MS. GARDNER:  Just a few clarifying

21 questions.

22                          *

23                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

24 BY MS. GARDNER:

25      Q.     We've heard a little bit today, both from
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 1 exhibits that were submitted in this -- in this

 2 docket, as well as live testimony regarding some

 3 research that has been done, not only by the Rocky

 4 Mountain Institute, but also by the Regulatory

 5 Assistance Project, correct?

 6      A.     Yes.

 7      Q.     And in both of those reports we understand

 8 that there's been at least one study that we've been

 9 made aware where they've looked at a combined

10 time-of-use plus tiered rate; is that correct?

11             If I need to rephrase, let me know.

12      A.     Yes.  Yeah, please.

13      Q.     Okay.  So is it true that from the

14 Regulatory Assistance Project presentation, they do

15 provide some results from a case study where they

16 looked at a time-of-use plus tiered-rate design?

17      A.     Yes, I believe they have.

18      Q.     And it sounds like, based on the

19 questioning we just received from Utah Clean Energy,

20 that the Rocky Mountain Institute also says that there

21 is some value to be gleaned from looking at energy

22 consumption with -- with these rate designs --

23 correct?

24      A.     Oh, certainly, yes.

25      Q.     Now, one of the reasons you chose to use
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 1 this data from the Rocky Mountain Institute was simply

 2 to show the different types of rate differentials that

 3 are used in time-of-use rate design; is that correct?

 4      A.     Yes, that's correct.

 5      Q.     And is it true that based on your opinion

 6 of those study results that you find that somewhere in

 7 the 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 differential it is appropriate

 8 for this particular pilot?

 9      A.     Yes.  And you know, what -- if you had,

10 you know, the best of all worlds, you would add a

11 whole bunch of options and do 3-to-1, 4-to-1, 5-to-1,

12 6-to-1, and you could create a very nice curve for

13 Utah.

14             And you could do the same with time-of-use

15 plus tiered rates, if you had the ability to do many

16 more options.  And of course as an engineer and

17 scientist, I'd love to see that, but I understand the

18 practical, you know, constrictions on that.  So you

19 know, I'm kind of -- I'm kind of advising to go with

20 the best case that we have.

21      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, isn't it true that the

22 Rocky Mountain Institute results on differentials did

23 not look at electric vehicle time-of-use pilots

24 specifically, right?

25      A.     To the best of my knowledge it didn't look
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 1 at any electric-vehicle pilot.

 2      Q.     So would you agree that this opportunity

 3 we've been afforded by Rocky Mountain Power's proposed

 4 electric-vehicle pilot project is a unique one for the

 5 state of Utah, to compare the impacts of two different

 6 time-of-use rates with varying differentials, and how

 7 those rates will impact customer behavior?

 8      A.     Absolutely, for the reasons I've already

 9 stated.

10             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.  No

11 further questions.

12             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.

13 You're excused.

14             MR. WILSON:  Thank you.

15             MR. SNARR:  I have one additional

16 question, just a point of inquiry.

17             Is there anywhere in the filed testimony

18 of Mr. Wilson or others that's referencing this

19 Regulatory Assistance Project?

20             MS. HAYES:  It's the exhibit attached to

21 Ms. Wright's direct testimony.

22             MR. SNARR:  Okay.  Thank you.

23             MS. HAYES:  That was Sophie Hayes.

24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.

25             Anything else, Ms. Gardner?
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 1             MS. GARDNER:  Nothing further.  Thank you.

 2             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 3             Do any of the parties have anything else

 4 before we adjourn?

 5             Seeing no hands and hearing nothing, we

 6 are adjourned.  Thank you, everyone.

 7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.

 8     (The hearing was concluded at 11:40 a.m.)

 9                 *        *        *
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		5						LN		1		0		false		            IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED				false

		6						LN		1		0		false		            BY THE SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION				false

		7						LN		1		0		false		            AND ENERGY PLAN ACT				false

		8						LN		1		0		false		                                  HEARING PROCEEDINGS				false

		9						LN		1		0		false		                   TAKEN AT:              Public Service Commission				false

		10						LN		1		0		false		                                          160 East 300 South, Room 403				false

		11						LN		1		0		false		                                          Salt Lake City, Utah				false

		12						LN		1		0		false		                   DATE:                  May 23, 2017				false

		13						LN		1		0		false		                   TIME:                  9:00 a.m.				false

		14						LN		1		0		false		                   REPORTER:              Ariel Mumma, CSR/RPR				false

		15						LN		1		0		false		                                     Job Number: 377722				false

		16						PG		2		0		false		page 2				false

		17						LN		2		1		false		          1                   A P P E A R A N C E S				false

		18						LN		2		2		false		          2				false

		19						LN		2		2		false		            THE HEARING OFFICER:				false

		20						LN		2		3		false		          3               Mr. Michael Hammer				false

		21						LN		2		4		false		          4				false

		22						LN		2		4		false		            FOR CHARGEPOINT UTAH:				false

		23						LN		2		5		false		          5               Mr. Steve Mecham				false

		24						LN		2		5		false		                          CHARGEPOINT				false

		25						LN		2		6		false		          6               1014 Second Avenue				false

		26						LN		2		6		false		                          Salt Lake City, Utah 84103				false

		27						LN		2		7		false		          7               (801) 363-4046				false

		28						LN		2		8		false		          8 FOR THE DIVISION OF PUBLIC UTILITIES:				false

		29						LN		2		8		false		                          Mr. Justin Jetter				false

		30						LN		2		9		false		          9               ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL				false

		31						LN		2		9		false		                          160 East 300 South, Fifth Floor				false

		32						LN		2		10		false		         10               Salt Lake City, Utah 84111				false

		33						LN		2		11		false		         11 FOR THE OFFICE OF CONSUMER SERVICES:				false

		34						LN		2		11		false		                          Mr. Steven Snarr				false

		35						LN		2		12		false		         12               OFFICE OF CONSUMER SERVICES				false

		36						LN		2		12		false		                          160 East 300 South, 2nd floor				false

		37						LN		2		13		false		         13               Salt Lake City, Utah 84111				false

		38						LN		2		14		false		         14 FOR ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER:				false

		39						LN		2		14		false		                          Mr. Daniel E. Solander				false

		40						LN		2		15		false		         15               ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER				false

		41						LN		2		15		false		                          1407 West North Temple, Suite 320				false

		42						LN		2		16		false		         16               Salt Lake City, Utah 84116				false

		43						LN		2		17		false		         17 FOR THE SIERRA CLUB (appearing by phone):				false

		44						LN		2		17		false		                          Mr. Joe Halso				false

		45						LN		2		18		false		         18               SIERRA CLUB				false

		46						LN		2		18		false		                          1536 Wynkoop Street, #312				false

		47						LN		2		19		false		         19               Denver, Colorado 80202				false

		48						LN		2		20		false		         20 FOR UTAH CLEAN ENERGY:				false

		49						LN		2		20		false		                          Ms. Sophie Hayes				false

		50						LN		2		21		false		         21               UTAH CLEAN ENERGY				false

		51						LN		2		21		false		                          1014 Second Avenue				false

		52						LN		2		22		false		         22               Salt Lake City, Utah 84103				false

		53						LN		2		22		false		                          (801) 363-4046				false

		54						LN		2		23		false		         23                          *				false

		55						LN		2		24		false		         24                          *				false

		56						LN		2		25		false		         25                          *				false

		57						PG		3		0		false		page 3				false

		58						LN		3		1		false		          1                 Appearances (Continued)				false

		59						LN		3		2		false		          2				false

		60						LN		3		2		false		            FOR WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES:				false

		61						LN		3		3		false		          3               Ms. Jennifer Gardner				false

		62						LN		3		3		false		                          WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES				false

		63						LN		3		4		false		          4               150 South 600 East, Suite 2A				false

		64						LN		3		4		false		                          Salt Lake City, Utah 84102				false

		65						LN		3		5		false		          5               (801) 413-7355				false

		66						LN		3		6		false		          6                          -oOo-				false

		67						LN		3		7		false		          7				false

		68						LN		3		7		false		                                   I N D E X				false

		69						LN		3		8		false		          8				false

		70						LN		3		8		false		            Witness                                   Page				false

		71						LN		3		9		false		          9 (Index to stipulation portion of hearing				false

		72						LN		3		9		false		            follows)				false

		73						LN		3		10		false		         10				false

		74						LN		3		10		false		                MR. WILLIAM COMEAU				false

		75						LN		3		11		false		         11            Direct by Mr. Solander           9				false

		76						LN		3		12		false		         12     MR. ROBERT A. DAVIS				false

		77						LN		3		12		false		                       Direct by Mr. Jetter             15				false

		78						LN		3		13		false		         13				false

		79						LN		3		13		false		                MS. CHERYL MURRAY				false

		80						LN		3		14		false		         14            Direct by Mr. Snarr              17				false

		81						LN		3		15		false		         15     MR. JAMES ELLIS (present by phone)				false

		82						LN		3		15		false		                       Direct by Mr. Mecham             24				false

		83						LN		3		16		false		         16				false

		84						LN		3		16		false		                MR. KEVIN EMERSON				false

		85						LN		3		17		false		         17            Direct by Ms. Hayes              26				false

		86						LN		3		18		false		         18     MR. KENNETH L. WILSON				false

		87						LN		3		18		false		                       Direct by Ms. Gardner            30				false

		88						LN		3		19		false		         19				false

		89						LN		3		19		false		                                     *				false

		90						LN		3		20		false		         20                              *				false

		91						LN		3		20		false		            (Index to Time-of-Use Rates portion of hearing				false

		92						LN		3		21		false		         21 follows)				false

		93						LN		3		22		false		         22 Witness                                    Page				false

		94						LN		3		23		false		         23     MR. ROBERT M. MEREDITH				false

		95						LN		3		23		false		                       Direct by Mr. Solander           34				false

		96						LN		3		24		false		         24            Cross by Mr. Snarr               40				false

		97						LN		3		24		false		                       Cross by Ms. Hayes               50				false

		98						LN		3		25		false		         25            Examination by Mr. Hammer        58				false

		99						PG		4		0		false		page 4				false

		100						LN		4		1		false		          1                 Index (Continued)				false

		101						LN		4		2		false		          2 Witness                                    Page				false

		102						LN		4		3		false		          3     MR. ROBERT A. DAVIS				false

		103						LN		4		3		false		                       Direct by Mr. Jetter             62				false

		104						LN		4		4		false		          4            Examination by Mr. Hammer        67				false

		105						LN		4		5		false		          5     MS. CHERYL MURRAY				false

		106						LN		4		5		false		                       Direct by Mr. Snarr              69				false

		107						LN		4		6		false		          6            Examination by Mr. Hammer        73				false

		108						LN		4		7		false		          7     MS. SARAH WRIGHT				false

		109						LN		4		7		false		                       Direct by Ms. Hayes              76				false

		110						LN		4		8		false		          8            Cross by Mr. Solander            85				false

		111						LN		4		8		false		                       Cross by Ms. Gardner             92				false

		112						LN		4		9		false		          9            Redirect by Ms. Hayes            98				false

		113						LN		4		9		false		                       Examination by Mr. Hammer        99				false

		114						LN		4		10		false		         10				false

		115						LN		4		10		false		                MR. KENNETH WILSON				false

		116						LN		4		11		false		         11            Direct by Ms. Gardner            101				false

		117						LN		4		11		false		                       Cross by Mr. Jetter              109				false

		118						LN		4		12		false		         12            Cross by Mr. Snarr               114				false

		119						LN		4		12		false		                       Cross by Ms. Hayes               120				false

		120						LN		4		13		false		         13            Examination by Mr. Hammer        126				false

		121						LN		4		13		false		                       Redirect by Ms. Gardner          128				false

		122						LN		4		14		false		         14				false

		123						LN		4		15		false		         15                          -oOo-				false

		124						LN		4		16		false		         16				false

		125						LN		4		17		false		         17				false

		126						LN		4		18		false		         18				false

		127						LN		4		19		false		         19				false

		128						LN		4		20		false		         20				false

		129						LN		4		21		false		         21				false

		130						LN		4		22		false		         22				false

		131						LN		4		23		false		         23				false

		132						LN		4		24		false		         24				false

		133						LN		4		25		false		         25				false

		134						PG		5		0		false		page 5				false

		135						LN		5		1		false		          1                 May 23, 2017; 9:00 a.m.				false

		136						LN		5		2		false		          2                  P R O C E E D I N G S				false

		137						LN		5		3		false		          3				false

		138						LN		5		4		false		          4             HEARING OFFICER:  Let's go on the record,				false

		139						LN		5		5		false		          5 please.				false

		140						LN		5		6		false		          6             Good morning, everyone.  This is the time				false

		141						LN		5		7		false		          7 and place noticed for a hearing, a Phase III hearing				false

		142						LN		5		8		false		          8 "In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain				false

		143						LN		5		9		false		          9 Power to Implement Programs Authorized By the				false

		144						LN		5		10		false		         10 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan,"				false

		145						LN		5		11		false		         11 Commission Docket Number 16-035-36.				false

		146						LN		5		12		false		         12             My name is Michael Hammer, and I am the				false

		147						LN		5		13		false		         13 Commission's designated presiding officer for this				false

		148						LN		5		14		false		         14 hearing.  Let's go ahead and take appearances, please.				false

		149						LN		5		15		false		         15             MR. JETTER:  And what -- I'm Justin Jetter				false

		150						LN		5		16		false		         16 with the Utah Attorney General's Office.  I'm here				false

		151						LN		5		17		false		         17 today representing the Utah Division of Public				false

		152						LN		5		18		false		         18 Utilities, and with me at counsel table is the				false

		153						LN		5		19		false		         19 witness, Robert A. Davis.				false

		154						LN		5		20		false		         20             MR. SNARR:  Good morning.  My name is				false

		155						LN		5		21		false		         21 Steven Snarr.  I'm assistant attorney general				false

		156						LN		5		22		false		         22 representing the Office of Consumer Services.  With me				false

		157						LN		5		23		false		         23 at the table is Cheryl Murray, one of the witnesses				false

		158						LN		5		24		false		         24 for the Office, and we also have available Jason				false

		159						LN		5		25		false		         25 Thomas on the telephone, who is one of our witnesses				false

		160						PG		6		0		false		page 6				false

		161						LN		6		1		false		          1 who will be participating telephonically with us to				false

		162						LN		6		2		false		          2 the extent that may be necessary.				false

		163						LN		6		3		false		          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		164						LN		6		4		false		          4             MR. MECHAM:  Steve Mecham representing				false

		165						LN		6		5		false		          5 ChargePoint, Inc., and our witness, Mr. James Ellis,				false

		166						LN		6		6		false		          6 will be participating by telephone.				false

		167						LN		6		7		false		          7             MS. HAYES:  Good morning.  Sophie Hayes on				false

		168						LN		6		8		false		          8 behalf of Utah Clean Energy.  With me at counsel table				false

		169						LN		6		9		false		          9 is Miss Sarah Wright, who is one of our witnesses, and				false

		170						LN		6		10		false		         10 also appearing will be Mr. Kevin Emerson, who will be				false

		171						LN		6		11		false		         11 making a statement in support of the stipulation.				false

		172						LN		6		12		false		         12             MS. GARDNER:  Good morning.  Jennifer				false

		173						LN		6		13		false		         13 Gardner representing Western Resource Advocates, and				false

		174						LN		6		14		false		         14 with me at the counsel table is Kenneth L. Wilson, who				false

		175						LN		6		15		false		         15 is our witness in this case of the docket.  Thank you.				false

		176						LN		6		16		false		         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  In terms of the				false

		177						LN		6		17		false		         17 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd				false

		178						LN		6		18		false		         18 start with --				false

		179						LN		6		19		false		         19             MS. HAYES:  Excuse me, Mr. Hammer.  I was				false

		180						LN		6		20		false		         20 under the impression that Mr. Joe Halso might also be				false

		181						LN		6		21		false		         21 appearing via the phone.  Did he make an appearance?				false

		182						LN		6		22		false		         22             THE CLERK:  No.				false

		183						LN		6		23		false		         23             HEARING OFFICER:  No.				false

		184						LN		6		24		false		         24             MS. HAYES:  Okay.				false

		185						LN		6		25		false		         25             HEARING OFFICER:  And in terms of the				false

		186						PG		7		0		false		page 7				false

		187						LN		7		1		false		          1 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd				false

		188						LN		7		2		false		          2 start with the Company since it's the Company's				false

		189						LN		7		3		false		          3 application.  My instinct would be to then proceed				false

		190						LN		7		4		false		          4 with the Division and the Office, and then turn to the				false

		191						LN		7		5		false		          5 Intervenors.  I don't know if you have a preference as				false

		192						LN		7		6		false		          6 to who goes first among the Intervenors --				false

		193						LN		7		7		false		          7             MR. JETTER:  One thing some of the parties				false

		194						LN		7		8		false		          8 had discussed, Mr. Hammer, was maybe doing testimony				false

		195						LN		7		9		false		          9 in support of the stipulation first, from all				false

		196						LN		7		10		false		         10 parties --				false

		197						LN		7		11		false		         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.				false

		198						LN		7		12		false		         12             MR. JETTER:  -- so the company would go,				false

		199						LN		7		13		false		         13 and the Division, and so on; and then after that is				false

		200						LN		7		14		false		         14 concluded, then moving on to the time-of-use rates				false

		201						LN		7		15		false		         15 portion.				false

		202						LN		7		16		false		         16             HEARING OFFICER:  That's fine with me.				false

		203						LN		7		17		false		         17 We'll still need to decide who goes first among the				false

		204						LN		7		18		false		         18 Intervenors.				false

		205						LN		7		19		false		         19             Mr. Mecham, are you comfortable going				false

		206						LN		7		20		false		         20 first?				false

		207						LN		7		21		false		         21             MR. MECHAM:  I'm fine.  We're really just				false

		208						LN		7		22		false		         22 presenting the testimony and putting it on the record,				false

		209						LN		7		23		false		         23 and supporting the stipulation.				false

		210						LN		7		24		false		         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  And then we'll				false

		211						LN		7		25		false		         25 proceed to Ms. Hayes and Ms. Gardner?				false

		212						PG		8		0		false		page 8				false

		213						LN		8		1		false		          1             Okay.				false

		214						LN		8		2		false		          2             And do we anticipate there will be				false

		215						LN		8		3		false		          3 cross-examination?  I think there will likely be on				false

		216						LN		8		4		false		          4 the time-of-use portion, no?				false

		217						LN		8		5		false		          5             MR. SOLANDER:  It's probable, yes.				false

		218						LN		8		6		false		          6             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So it's best --				false

		219						LN		8		7		false		          7 probably at least for that portion, we'll let the				false

		220						LN		8		8		false		          8 witnesses take the witness stand.				false

		221						LN		8		9		false		          9             I'll allow counsel to decide whether you				false

		222						LN		8		10		false		         10 want your witnesses to take the stand when we testify				false

		223						LN		8		11		false		         11 as to the stipulation.				false

		224						LN		8		12		false		         12             Anything else before we begin?				false

		225						LN		8		13		false		         13             All right.  Mr. Solander, please call your				false

		226						LN		8		14		false		         14 first witness.				false

		227						LN		8		15		false		         15             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Rocky Mountain				false

		228						LN		8		16		false		         16 Power calls William Comeau in support of the				false

		229						LN		8		17		false		         17 stipulation, and also he'll be testifying regarding				false

		230						LN		8		18		false		         18 the Company's proposed Electric Vehicle Time-of-Use				false

		231						LN		8		19		false		         19 Program that led up to the stipulation.				false

		232						LN		8		20		false		         20				false

		233						LN		8		21		false		         21                   WILLIAM COMEAU,				false

		234						LN		8		22		false		         22     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		235						LN		8		23		false		         23        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		236						LN		8		24		false		         24				false

		237						LN		8		25		false		         25             HEARING OFFICER:  And I'm sorry, my				false

		238						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		239						LN		9		1		false		          1 instructions weren't clear.  You're welcome to take				false

		240						LN		9		2		false		          2 the stand, if you like, but during this portion,				false

		241						LN		9		3		false		          3 first, if you'd prefer to stay seated and if no one				false

		242						LN		9		4		false		          4 has any objection, that's fine as well.				false

		243						LN		9		5		false		          5             Go ahead, Mr. Solander.				false

		244						LN		9		6		false		          6             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.				false

		245						LN		9		7		false		          7				false

		246						LN		9		8		false		          8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		247						LN		9		9		false		          9 BY MR. SOLANDER:				false

		248						LN		9		10		false		         10      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name				false

		249						LN		9		11		false		         11 for the record.				false

		250						LN		9		12		false		         12      A.     William Comeau, W-i-l-l-i-a-m,				false

		251						LN		9		13		false		         13 C-o-m-e-a-u.				false

		252						LN		9		14		false		         14      Q.     And what is your current position with				false

		253						LN		9		15		false		         15 Rocky Mountain Power?				false

		254						LN		9		16		false		         16      A.     I'm the director of customer solutions.				false

		255						LN		9		17		false		         17      Q.     And as the director of customer solutions,				false

		256						LN		9		18		false		         18 did you file direct testimony in Phase III of this				false

		257						LN		9		19		false		         19 proceeding?				false

		258						LN		9		20		false		         20      A.     I did.				false

		259						LN		9		21		false		         21      Q.     And do you have any corrections or				false

		260						LN		9		22		false		         22 additions to your testimony, or the exhibits that you				false

		261						LN		9		23		false		         23 filed with that testimony?				false

		262						LN		9		24		false		         24      A.     I do not.				false

		263						LN		9		25		false		         25      Q.     So if I asked you those same questions				false

		264						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		265						LN		10		1		false		          1 today, each of your answers would be the same?				false

		266						LN		10		2		false		          2      A.     That's correct.				false

		267						LN		10		3		false		          3             MR. SOLANDER:  I'd move at this time the				false

		268						LN		10		4		false		          4 admission of Mr. Comeau's direct testimony and				false

		269						LN		10		5		false		          5 exhibits coming in.				false

		270						LN		10		6		false		          6             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.				false

		271						LN		10		7		false		          7             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.				false

		272						LN		10		8		false		          8      Q.     And Mr. Comeau, did you also participate				false

		273						LN		10		9		false		          9 with all the other parties in the negotiation of the				false

		274						LN		10		10		false		         10 stipulation regarding the Company's Electric Vehicle				false

		275						LN		10		11		false		         11 Incentive Program?				false

		276						LN		10		12		false		         12      A.     I did.				false

		277						LN		10		13		false		         13      Q.     And do you have a statement in support of				false

		278						LN		10		14		false		         14 the stipulation that was agreed to by the Company and				false
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		546						LN		20		22		false		         22 included in Schedule Number 121 attached to the				false

		547						LN		20		23		false		         23 stipulation.				false

		548						LN		20		24		false		         24             In addition to the tariff changes, the				false

		549						LN		20		25		false		         25 settlement stipulation contained several key elements				false

		550						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		551						LN		21		1		false		          1 important to the Office, such as the additional				false

		552						LN		21		2		false		          2 reporting requirements memorialized in Exhibit D EZ				false

		553						LN		21		3		false		          3 TOU pilot report requirements agreement regarding				false

		554						LN		21		4		false		          4 ongoing meetings, and load research issues.				false

		555						LN		21		5		false		          5             In my direct testimony I suggested that				false

		556						LN		21		6		false		          6 additional technical conferences be required to				false

		557						LN		21		7		false		          7 provide specific information regarding outreach and				false

		558						LN		21		8		false		          8 education, and to explain the results of the Company's				false

		559						LN		21		9		false		          9 RFP.				false

		560						LN		21		10		false		         10             In the stipulation, parties agreed to meet				false

		561						LN		21		11		false		         11 to discuss a number of issues of concern to the Office				false

		562						LN		21		12		false		         12 and others.  Although not set as a technical				false

		563						LN		21		13		false		         13 conference, the Office is satisfied that this will				false

		564						LN		21		14		false		         14 provide the opportunity to obtain the information we				false

		565						LN		21		15		false		         15 were seeking.				false

		566						LN		21		16		false		         16             I would also note that these meetings will				false

		567						LN		21		17		false		         17 provide an opportunity to explore whether changes to				false

		568						LN		21		18		false		         18 the incentives are warranted, and provide a forum to				false

		569						LN		21		19		false		         19 address some of the issues raised by parties that				false

		570						LN		21		20		false		         20 could not be included in the subtle design of the				false

		571						LN		21		21		false		         21 program at this time.				false

		572						LN		21		22		false		         22             The design of the load research study is a				false

		573						LN		21		23		false		         23 major issue for the Office.  Our primary concern was				false

		574						LN		21		24		false		         24 that obtaining survey information from both Level 1				false

		575						LN		21		25		false		         25 and Level 2 residential chargers would not provide				false

		576						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		577						LN		22		1		false		          1 statistically significant information without further				false

		578						LN		22		2		false		          2 stratification by type of charger.				false

		579						LN		22		3		false		          3             The stipulation requires the residential				false

		580						LN		22		4		false		          4 load research participants will be required to have AC				false

		581						LN		22		5		false		          5 Level 2 chargers.  Limiting the load research study to				false

		582						LN		22		6		false		          6 only those with AC Level 2 chargers alleviates our				false

		583						LN		22		7		false		          7 concern and eliminates the need for additional				false

		584						LN		22		8		false		          8 stratification.				false

		585						LN		22		9		false		          9             Taken as a whole, the Office believes that				false

		586						LN		22		10		false		         10 the stipulation is in the public interest, and				false

		587						LN		22		11		false		         11 recommends that the Commission approve it.				false

		588						LN		22		12		false		         12      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?				false

		589						LN		22		13		false		         13      A.     Yes.  It does.				false

		590						LN		22		14		false		         14             MR. SNARR:  At this time we'd like to move				false

		591						LN		22		15		false		         15 the admission of exhibits that the Office sponsors.				false

		592						LN		22		16		false		         16 There are three exhibits identified as direct,				false

		593						LN		22		17		false		         17 rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony with -- submitted				false

		594						LN		22		18		false		         18 by Cheryl Murray.				false

		595						LN		22		19		false		         19             We also have the direct testimony of				false

		596						LN		22		20		false		         20 Mr. Jacob Thomas, and one exhibit, and we'd like to				false

		597						LN		22		21		false		         21 move those into evidence as well.  His testimony				false

		598						LN		22		22		false		         22 primarily is directed at the issues that were				false

		599						LN		22		23		false		         23 addressed and resolved by way of the stipulation.				false

		600						LN		22		24		false		         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Snarr.				false

		601						LN		22		25		false		         25 They're admitted.				false

		602						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		603						LN		23		1		false		          1             Does any party have any cross-examination				false

		604						LN		23		2		false		          2 for Ms. Murray on the stipulation?				false

		605						LN		23		3		false		          3             Anything else, Mr. Snarr, at this time?				false

		606						LN		23		4		false		          4             MR. SNARR:  Nothing else.				false

		607						LN		23		5		false		          5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		608						LN		23		6		false		          6             Mr. Mecham.				false

		609						LN		23		7		false		          7             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.				false

		610						LN		23		8		false		          8             ChargePoint would call Mr. James Ellis				false

		611						LN		23		9		false		          9 (appearing by phone).				false

		612						LN		23		10		false		         10             MR. MECHAM:  Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?				false

		613						LN		23		11		false		         11             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.  I'm				false

		614						LN		23		12		false		         12 having a hard time hearing all of the discussion but I				false

		615						LN		23		13		false		         13 hear you.				false

		616						LN		23		14		false		         14             MR. MECHAM:  Okay.  We would ask that				false

		617						LN		23		15		false		         15 Mr. Ellis be sworn.				false

		618						LN		23		16		false		         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Ellis, this is				false

		619						LN		23		17		false		         17 presiding officer, Michael Hammer.				false

		620						LN		23		18		false		         18             Mr. Ellis, do you swear to tell the truth				false

		621						LN		23		19		false		         19 today?				false

		622						LN		23		20		false		         20             Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?				false

		623						LN		23		21		false		         21             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.				false

		624						LN		23		22		false		         22             MR. HAMMER:  This is Michael Hammer, the				false

		625						LN		23		23		false		         23 presiding officer.				false

		626						LN		23		24		false		         24                          *				false

		627						LN		23		25		false		         25                          *				false

		628						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		629						LN		24		1		false		          1                     JAMES ELLIS,				false

		630						LN		24		2		false		          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		631						LN		24		3		false		          3        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		632						LN		24		4		false		          4				false

		633						LN		24		5		false		          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		634						LN		24		6		false		          6             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.				false

		635						LN		24		7		false		          7				false

		636						LN		24		8		false		          8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		637						LN		24		9		false		          9 BY MR. MECHAM:				false

		638						LN		24		10		false		         10      Q.     Mr. Ellis, would you please state your				false

		639						LN		24		11		false		         11 name and business address for the record, please.				false

		640						LN		24		12		false		         12      A.     James Ellis.  I reside at 6215 Robin Hill				false

		641						LN		24		13		false		         13 Road; Nashville, Tennessee.				false

		642						LN		24		14		false		         14      Q.     Thank you.  And what is your position at				false

		643						LN		24		15		false		         15 ChargePoint?				false

		644						LN		24		16		false		         16      A.     I'm director of utility solutions at				false

		645						LN		24		17		false		         17 ChargePoint.				false

		646						LN		24		18		false		         18      Q.     And did you cause to be filed direct				false

		647						LN		24		19		false		         19 testimony consisting of 12 pages on April 6th of this				false

		648						LN		24		20		false		         20 year, and surrebuttal testimony consisting of three				false

		649						LN		24		21		false		         21 pages dated May 16th of this year?				false

		650						LN		24		22		false		         22      A.     Yes, I did.				false

		651						LN		24		23		false		         23      Q.     And if I were to ask you the questions				false

		652						LN		24		24		false		         24 that are in those -- in those exhibits, would they be				false

		653						LN		24		25		false		         25 the same today?				false

		654						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		655						LN		25		1		false		          1      A.     Yes, they are.				false

		656						LN		25		2		false		          2      Q.     Thank you.				false

		657						LN		25		3		false		          3             And does ChargePoint support the				false

		658						LN		25		4		false		          4 stipulation?				false

		659						LN		25		5		false		          5      A.     ChargePoint supports the stipulation.				false

		660						LN		25		6		false		          6      Q.     Thank you.				false

		661						LN		25		7		false		          7             Mr. Hammer, I would move the admission of				false

		662						LN		25		8		false		          8 the two pieces of evidence which I marked as				false

		663						LN		25		9		false		          9 ChargePoint Exhibit 1 and ChargePoint Exhibit 1SR.				false

		664						LN		25		10		false		         10             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.				false

		665						LN		25		11		false		         11             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.  Thank you.				false

		666						LN		25		12		false		         12             And if there are no questions for				false

		667						LN		25		13		false		         13 Mr. Ellis, I would ask that he be excused.				false

		668						LN		25		14		false		         14             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any				false

		669						LN		25		15		false		         15 questions for Mr. Ellis?				false

		670						LN		25		16		false		         16             MR. SNARR:  The Office has no questions.				false

		671						LN		25		17		false		         17             MR. JETTER:  No questions.				false

		672						LN		25		18		false		         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Ellis.				false

		673						LN		25		19		false		         19 You're excused.				false

		674						LN		25		20		false		         20             MR. SNARR:  The office would ask --				false

		675						LN		25		21		false		         21             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		676						LN		25		22		false		         22             MR. SNARR:  Excuse me.				false

		677						LN		25		23		false		         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Do you want Mr. Ellis to				false

		678						LN		25		24		false		         24 stay on the line?				false

		679						LN		25		25		false		         25             MR. SNARR:  No.				false

		680						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		681						LN		26		1		false		          1             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.				false

		682						LN		26		2		false		          2             MR. SNARR:  Pardon me.				false

		683						LN		26		3		false		          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.				false

		684						LN		26		4		false		          4             MR. SNARR:  We have asked for the				false

		685						LN		26		5		false		          5 submission of Mr. Jacob Thomas's evidence.				false

		686						LN		26		6		false		          6             We didn't ask whether anyone wanted to				false

		687						LN		26		7		false		          7 cross-examine him, but we offer that as well.				false

		688						LN		26		8		false		          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		689						LN		26		9		false		          9             Does any party have any questions for the				false

		690						LN		26		10		false		         10 witness?				false

		691						LN		26		11		false		         11             We'll proceed with Ms. Hayes, then.				false

		692						LN		26		12		false		         12             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy				false

		693						LN		26		13		false		         13 will call Mr. Kevin Emerson to the witness stand.				false

		694						LN		26		14		false		         14				false

		695						LN		26		15		false		         15                    KEVIN EMERSON,				false

		696						LN		26		16		false		         16     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		697						LN		26		17		false		         17        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		698						LN		26		18		false		         18				false

		699						LN		26		19		false		         19            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		700						LN		26		20		false		         20				false

		701						LN		26		21		false		         21                   DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		702						LN		26		22		false		         22 BY MS. HAYES:				false

		703						LN		26		23		false		         23      Q.     Good morning, Mr. Emerson.				false

		704						LN		26		24		false		         24             Will you please state your name and				false

		705						LN		26		25		false		         25 position for the record?				false

		706						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		707						LN		27		1		false		          1      A.     Yes.  My name is Kevin Emerson.  I am the				false

		708						LN		27		2		false		          2 energy efficiency program director for Utah Clean				false

		709						LN		27		3		false		          3 Energy.				false

		710						LN		27		4		false		          4      Q.     Thank you.  Will you please speak somewhat				false

		711						LN		27		5		false		          5 more slowly?				false

		712						LN		27		6		false		          6      A.     I'm glad to.				false

		713						LN		27		7		false		          7      Q.     Thank you.				false

		714						LN		27		8		false		          8             Did you file direct testimony in this				false

		715						LN		27		9		false		          9 docket on April 6th?				false

		716						LN		27		10		false		         10      A.     Yes, I submitted direct testimony related				false

		717						LN		27		11		false		         11 to the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Incentive on				false

		718						LN		27		12		false		         12 behalf of Utah Clean Energy, and the Southwest				false

		719						LN		27		13		false		         13 Efficiency Project as part of this docket.				false

		720						LN		27		14		false		         14      Q.     And did you also participate in the				false

		721						LN		27		15		false		         15 settlement discussions that led to the settlement				false

		722						LN		27		16		false		         16 stipulation we are discussing this morning?				false

		723						LN		27		17		false		         17      A.     Yes, I did.				false

		724						LN		27		18		false		         18      Q.     Do you have a statement you have prepared				false

		725						LN		27		19		false		         19 regarding that stipulation?				false

		726						LN		27		20		false		         20      A.     Yes, I do.				false

		727						LN		27		21		false		         21             Utah Clean Energy supports the settlement				false

		728						LN		27		22		false		         22 filed as part of Mr. Meredith's testimony on May 15th.				false

		729						LN		27		23		false		         23             Our main concern with regard to the				false

		730						LN		27		24		false		         24 Company's proposed electric-vehicle incentives was				false

		731						LN		27		25		false		         25 providing robust incentives for smart, at-home vehicle				false

		732						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		733						LN		28		1		false		          1 charging.				false

		734						LN		28		2		false		          2             Analysis from Idaho National Laboratory				false

		735						LN		28		3		false		          3 shows that over 80 percent of charging is done at				false

		736						LN		28		4		false		          4 home.  Charging during off-peak hours, which will				false

		737						LN		28		5		false		          5 largely take place at home and during the night, will				false

		738						LN		28		6		false		          6 have the least impact on the utility system.				false

		739						LN		28		7		false		          7             Therefore Utah Clean Energy feels strongly				false

		740						LN		28		8		false		          8 that it is in the best interest of the system, and				false

		741						LN		28		9		false		          9 also in the interest of fairness for residential				false

		742						LN		28		10		false		         10 customers, that incentives for at-home Level 2				false

		743						LN		28		11		false		         11 charging infrastructure be thoroughly evaluated and				false

		744						LN		28		12		false		         12 included in future years.				false

		745						LN		28		13		false		         13             Ratepayers that live in apartments and				false

		746						LN		28		14		false		         14 condominiums should have the opportunity to charge at				false

		747						LN		28		15		false		         15 home, and Utah Clean Energy believes that given the				false

		748						LN		28		16		false		         16 increased complexity of installing electric vehicle				false

		749						LN		28		17		false		         17 charging infrastructure in a multi-family setting,				false

		750						LN		28		18		false		         18 that a higher incentive than one proposed is likely				false

		751						LN		28		19		false		         19 needed for multi-family properties.				false

		752						LN		28		20		false		         20             To address our concerns regarding Level 2				false

		753						LN		28		21		false		         21 residential and multi-family charging infrastructure,				false

		754						LN		28		22		false		         22 the settlement includes a few things:  increased,				false

		755						LN		28		23		false		         23 up-to, or maximum incentives in non-residential, and				false

		756						LN		28		24		false		         24 DC fast-charging electric-vehicle infrastructure				false

		757						LN		28		25		false		         25 includes more explicit language indicating that				false

		758						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		759						LN		29		1		false		          1 multi-family properties are eligible for incentives				false

		760						LN		29		2		false		          2 through the non-residential DC fast charger and				false

		761						LN		29		3		false		          3 grant-based custom project categories; it includes the				false

		762						LN		29		4		false		          4 commitment from the Company to provide a status update				false

		763						LN		29		5		false		          5 on program activity in the first quarter of 2018; and				false

		764						LN		29		6		false		          6 it includes a commitment from the Company to meet with				false

		765						LN		29		7		false		          7 interested parties after the first year of program				false

		766						LN		29		8		false		          8 operation to evaluate adding Level 2 incentives for				false

		767						LN		29		9		false		          9 at-home charging, and to evaluate increasing				false

		768						LN		29		10		false		         10 incentives for multi-family charging infrastructure.				false

		769						LN		29		11		false		         11      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?				false

		770						LN		29		12		false		         12      A.     Yes.				false

		771						LN		29		13		false		         13      Q.     Thank you.				false

		772						LN		29		14		false		         14             Utah Clean Energy at this time would move				false

		773						LN		29		15		false		         15 the admission of the direct testimony of Kevin Emerson				false

		774						LN		29		16		false		         16 marked as Utah Clean Energy Exhibit 4.0 and would make				false

		775						LN		29		17		false		         17 Mr. Emerson available for questions.				false

		776						LN		29		18		false		         18             HEARING OFFICER:  It's admitted, and does				false

		777						LN		29		19		false		         19 any party have any questions for Mr. Emerson at this				false

		778						LN		29		20		false		         20 time?				false

		779						LN		29		21		false		         21             Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Emerson.				false

		780						LN		29		22		false		         22             Anything else at this time, Ms. Hayes?				false

		781						LN		29		23		false		         23             MS. HAYES:  Not at this time.  Thank you.				false

		782						LN		29		24		false		         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		783						LN		29		25		false		         25             Ms. Gardner.				false

		784						PG		30		0		false		page 30				false

		785						LN		30		1		false		          1             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.				false

		786						LN		30		2		false		          2             Western Resource Advocates calls				false

		787						LN		30		3		false		          3 Kenneth L. Witness (sic) -- Kenneth L. Witness? --				false

		788						LN		30		4		false		          4 Kenneth L. Wilson as our witness, and would ask that				false

		789						LN		30		5		false		          5 he be sworn in at this time.				false

		790						LN		30		6		false		          6				false

		791						LN		30		7		false		          7                  KENNETH L. WILSON,				false

		792						LN		30		8		false		          8     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		793						LN		30		9		false		          9        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		794						LN		30		10		false		         10				false

		795						LN		30		11		false		         11            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		796						LN		30		12		false		         12				false

		797						LN		30		13		false		         13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		798						LN		30		14		false		         14 BY MS. GARDNER:				false

		799						LN		30		15		false		         15      Q.     Mr. Wilson, can you please state your name				false

		800						LN		30		16		false		         16 and business address for the record.				false

		801						LN		30		17		false		         17      A.     Kenneth L. Wilson.  Business address for				false

		802						LN		30		18		false		         18 Western Resource Advocates is 2260 Baseline Road,				false

		803						LN		30		19		false		         19 Suite 200; Boulder, Colorado 80302.				false

		804						LN		30		20		false		         20      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, can you please state your				false

		805						LN		30		21		false		         21 position with Western Resource Advocates.				false

		806						LN		30		22		false		         22      A.     Yes.  I'm the engineering fellow.				false

		807						LN		30		23		false		         23      Q.     Did you file a copy of your CV in Phase I				false

		808						LN		30		24		false		         24 of this docket on November 9th, 2016 marked as WRA				false

		809						LN		30		25		false		         25 Exhibit 1.1?				false

		810						PG		31		0		false		page 31				false

		811						LN		31		1		false		          1      A.     Yes, I did.				false
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		1372						LN		52		16		false		         16             Yes, they're the same.				false

		1373						LN		52		17		false		         17      Q.     All right.  And with regard to the				false
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          1                 May 23, 2017; 9:00 a.m.



          2                  P R O C E E D I N G S



          3



          4             HEARING OFFICER:  Let's go on the record,



          5 please.



          6             Good morning, everyone.  This is the time



          7 and place noticed for a hearing, a Phase III hearing



          8 "In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain



          9 Power to Implement Programs Authorized By the



         10 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan,"



         11 Commission Docket Number 16-035-36.



         12             My name is Michael Hammer, and I am the



         13 Commission's designated presiding officer for this



         14 hearing.  Let's go ahead and take appearances, please.



         15             MR. JETTER:  And what -- I'm Justin Jetter



         16 with the Utah Attorney General's Office.  I'm here



         17 today representing the Utah Division of Public



         18 Utilities, and with me at counsel table is the



         19 witness, Robert A. Davis.



         20             MR. SNARR:  Good morning.  My name is



         21 Steven Snarr.  I'm assistant attorney general



         22 representing the Office of Consumer Services.  With me



         23 at the table is Cheryl Murray, one of the witnesses



         24 for the Office, and we also have available Jason



         25 Thomas on the telephone, who is one of our witnesses
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          1 who will be participating telephonically with us to



          2 the extent that may be necessary.



          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          4             MR. MECHAM:  Steve Mecham representing



          5 ChargePoint, Inc., and our witness, Mr. James Ellis,



          6 will be participating by telephone.



          7             MS. HAYES:  Good morning.  Sophie Hayes on



          8 behalf of Utah Clean Energy.  With me at counsel table



          9 is Miss Sarah Wright, who is one of our witnesses, and



         10 also appearing will be Mr. Kevin Emerson, who will be



         11 making a statement in support of the stipulation.



         12             MS. GARDNER:  Good morning.  Jennifer



         13 Gardner representing Western Resource Advocates, and



         14 with me at the counsel table is Kenneth L. Wilson, who



         15 is our witness in this case of the docket.  Thank you.



         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  In terms of the



         17 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd



         18 start with --



         19             MS. HAYES:  Excuse me, Mr. Hammer.  I was



         20 under the impression that Mr. Joe Halso might also be



         21 appearing via the phone.  Did he make an appearance?



         22             THE CLERK:  No.



         23             HEARING OFFICER:  No.



         24             MS. HAYES:  Okay.



         25             HEARING OFFICER:  And in terms of the
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          1 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd



          2 start with the Company since it's the Company's



          3 application.  My instinct would be to then proceed



          4 with the Division and the Office, and then turn to the



          5 Intervenors.  I don't know if you have a preference as



          6 to who goes first among the Intervenors --



          7             MR. JETTER:  One thing some of the parties



          8 had discussed, Mr. Hammer, was maybe doing testimony



          9 in support of the stipulation first, from all



         10 parties --



         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.



         12             MR. JETTER:  -- so the company would go,



         13 and the Division, and so on; and then after that is



         14 concluded, then moving on to the time-of-use rates



         15 portion.



         16             HEARING OFFICER:  That's fine with me.



         17 We'll still need to decide who goes first among the



         18 Intervenors.



         19             Mr. Mecham, are you comfortable going



         20 first?



         21             MR. MECHAM:  I'm fine.  We're really just



         22 presenting the testimony and putting it on the record,



         23 and supporting the stipulation.



         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  And then we'll



         25 proceed to Ms. Hayes and Ms. Gardner?
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          1             Okay.



          2             And do we anticipate there will be



          3 cross-examination?  I think there will likely be on



          4 the time-of-use portion, no?



          5             MR. SOLANDER:  It's probable, yes.



          6             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So it's best --



          7 probably at least for that portion, we'll let the



          8 witnesses take the witness stand.



          9             I'll allow counsel to decide whether you



         10 want your witnesses to take the stand when we testify



         11 as to the stipulation.



         12             Anything else before we begin?



         13             All right.  Mr. Solander, please call your



         14 first witness.



         15             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Rocky Mountain



         16 Power calls William Comeau in support of the



         17 stipulation, and also he'll be testifying regarding



         18 the Company's proposed Electric Vehicle Time-of-Use



         19 Program that led up to the stipulation.



         20



         21                   WILLIAM COMEAU,



         22     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,



         23        was examined and testified as follows:



         24



         25             HEARING OFFICER:  And I'm sorry, my
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          1 instructions weren't clear.  You're welcome to take



          2 the stand, if you like, but during this portion,



          3 first, if you'd prefer to stay seated and if no one



          4 has any objection, that's fine as well.



          5             Go ahead, Mr. Solander.



          6             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.



          7



          8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          9 BY MR. SOLANDER:



         10      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name



         11 for the record.



         12      A.     William Comeau, W-i-l-l-i-a-m,



         13 C-o-m-e-a-u.



         14      Q.     And what is your current position with



         15 Rocky Mountain Power?



         16      A.     I'm the director of customer solutions.



         17      Q.     And as the director of customer solutions,



         18 did you file direct testimony in Phase III of this



         19 proceeding?



         20      A.     I did.



         21      Q.     And do you have any corrections or



         22 additions to your testimony, or the exhibits that you



         23 filed with that testimony?



         24      A.     I do not.



         25      Q.     So if I asked you those same questions
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          1 today, each of your answers would be the same?



          2      A.     That's correct.



          3             MR. SOLANDER:  I'd move at this time the



          4 admission of Mr. Comeau's direct testimony and



          5 exhibits coming in.



          6             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.



          7             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.



          8      Q.     And Mr. Comeau, did you also participate



          9 with all the other parties in the negotiation of the



         10 stipulation regarding the Company's Electric Vehicle



         11 Incentive Program?



         12      A.     I did.



         13      Q.     And do you have a statement in support of



         14 the stipulation that was agreed to by the Company and



         15 all of the parties?



         16      A.     I do.



         17      Q.     Please proceed.



         18      A.     Okay.  Well, on May 10th, 2016, the



         19 Company met with interested parties to provide



         20 background information on electric-vehicle adoption in



         21 Utah, and discussed concepts for consideration in



         22 developing a plug-in electric-vehicle program.



         23             On September 12th, 2016, the Company filed



         24 an application to implement programs authorized by the



         25 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan Act,

�

                                                                 11







          1 including a request for authorization of funding for a



          2 plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program, and a



          3 proposal to start a series of working group



          4 discussions with interested parties to advise on the



          5 development of a time-of-use program in conjunction



          6 with the plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.



          7             On January 31st, 2017, after holding



          8 several working group discussions, the company filed



          9 its supplemental application to implement plug-in



         10 electric-vehicle incentives and time-of-use programs,



         11 together with supporting testimony.



         12             The proposed plug-in electric-vehicle



         13 program offers incentives for participation and



         14 time-of-use rates, non-residential, and low-impact



         15 family AC Level 2, and DC fast chargers, and a custom



         16 offering for grant-based projects and partnerships.



         17             The proposed time-of-use program offers



         18 customers with plug-in electric vehicles the choice of



         19 different rate options that promote off-peak charging.



         20 The time-of-use program also incentivizes (sic)



         21 customers to participate in a load research study



         22 which will help the Company to better understand



         23 charging behaviors for plug-in electric vehicles.



         24             On April 6th, 2017, intervening parties



         25 submitted direct testimony in response to the
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          1 Company's supplemental application and proposed



          2 programs.  On April 27th, 2017, the Company filed



          3 rebuttal testimony with revisions to its proposed



          4 programs based on recommendations contained in



          5 intervening parties' direct testimony.



          6             On May 16th, 2017, the parties filed a



          7 stipulation and partial settlement agreement of



          8 Phase III issues.  Parties to the stipulation have



          9 agreed on all components of the plug-in



         10 electric-vehicle incentive and time-of-use programs as



         11 described in the stipulation, except for the



         12 time-of-use rate options and on-/off-peak time



         13 periods.



         14             The Company shall guarantee against an



         15 increase of customer costs on the time-of-use rate



         16 schedule for the first 12 months of enrollment.  If



         17 the total annual energy costs incurred in the



         18 time-of-use rate schedule exceed 10 percent over what



         19 costs would have been for the same period under



         20 Schedule 1 rates, the net difference will be credited



         21 on the customer's bill following the last month of the



         22 one-year commitment.



         23             The parties agree to the proposed maximum



         24 and initially-offered incentive levels described in



         25 the Company's rebuttal testimony for AC Level 2, and
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          1 DC fast chargers.



          2             The Company agrees to meet with interested



          3 parties after the first year of operation to evaluate



          4 applications and award incentives, and evaluate



          5 whether changes to outreach or incentives are



          6 warranted.  The Company will also provide a status



          7 update to interested parties in the first quarter of



          8 2018.



          9             The time-of-use load research study will



         10 be limited to residential customers who indicate they



         11 have an AC Level 2 charger, and will require



         12 participation for one year.



         13             The Company agrees to keep the load



         14 research meters in place beyond one year, and collect



         15 data for study participants for the duration of the



         16 time-of-use program.



         17             The Company further agrees to meet with



         18 interested parties to review initial load research



         19 study results between Month 9 and 12 of the study



         20 period, to discuss what actions and costs, if any,



         21 would be necessary to ensure a meaningful study.



         22             The signing parties believe the



         23 stipulation is in the public interest, and



         24 respectfully request the Commission approve the



         25 stipulation as filed.
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          1      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?



          2      A.     It does.



          3             MR. SOLANDER:  Mr. Comeau is available for



          4 questions from the parties.



          5             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the



          6 Division.



          7             MR. SNARR:  No questions from the Office.



          8             MR. MECHAM:  No questions.



          9             MS. HAYES:  No questions.



         10             MS. GARDNER:  And no questions.



         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Comeau.



         12             MR. COMEAU:  Thank you.



         13             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, does the



         14 Company have any other witnesses with respect to the



         15 stipulation?



         16             MR. SOLANDER:  With respect to the



         17 stipulation, no.



         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.



         19             Mr Jetter?



         20             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.



         21             The Division would like to call and have



         22 sworn in Mr. Robert A. Davis.



         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.



         24             THE WITNESS:  Good morning.



         25                          *
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          1                   ROBERT A. DAVIS,



          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,



          3        was examined and testified as follows:



          4



          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          6



          7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          8 BY MR. JETTER:



          9      Q.     Mr. Davis, would you please state your



         10 name and occupation for the record.



         11      A.     My name is Robert A. Davis.  I'm a utility



         12 analyst for the Division of Public Utilities.



         13      Q.     Thank you.  And in the course of your



         14 appointment with the Division, have you had the



         15 opportunity to review the filings and prefiled



         16 testimony of this docket?



         17      A.     I have.



         18      Q.     And have you also had an opportunity to



         19 review the -- it's titled "Stipulation and Partial



         20 Settlement Agreement" that's been filed and signed by



         21 the parties in this docket?



         22      A.     I have.



         23      Q.     And what is your opinion of the settlement



         24 and stipulation?



         25      A.     The parties reached a settlement on all
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          1 issues except the time-of-use rates, and time periods



          2 for the pilot.  The Division signed and supports the



          3 stipulation.



          4      Q.     And do you believe approval of the



          5 stipulation, as it's been presented to the Commission,



          6 would be just, reasonable, and in the public interest?



          7      A.     I do.



          8             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.



          9             I have no further questions of Mr. Davis.



         10 He is available for cross-examination.



         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have



         12 questions for Mr. Davis?



         13             MR. MECHAM:  None.



         14             MR. SNARR:  None.



         15             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Jetter.



         16 Thank you, Mr. Davis.



         17             Mr. Snarr?



         18             MR. SNARR:  Yes, on behalf of the Office



         19 we'd like to present Cheryl Murray as a witness, and



         20 we can do that right here at the table, if that's all



         21 right.



         22            HEARING OFFICER:  Of course.



         23                          *



         24                          *



         25                          *
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          1                    CHERYL MURRAY,



          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,



          3        was examined and testified as follows:



          4



          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          6



          7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          8 BY MR. SNARR:



          9      Q.     Please state your name, business address,



         10 and for whom you work.



         11      A.     My name is Cheryl Murray.  My address is



         12 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City.  I work for the



         13 Office of Consumer Services.



         14      Q.     With respect to this case and this



         15 particular phase, did you prepare evidence -- or



         16 testimony to be submitted?



         17      A.     Yes, I did.



         18      Q.     And did you submit direct testimony



         19 consisting of 18 pages filed on April 6th, 2017, as



         20 well as rebuttal testimony consisting of 14 pages



         21 filed on April 26th, 2017, and surrebuttal testimony



         22 consisting of six pages filed on May 16th, 2017?



         23      A.     Yes.



         24      Q.     Do you have any changes to your testimony



         25 at this time?
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          1      A.     Yes, I do.



          2      Q.     With respect to direct testimony, could



          3 you tell us what changes have you made?



          4      A.     Certainly.



          5             Page 3 Line 49:  Change "two witnesses" to



          6 "one witness."  The corrected line should read, "The



          7 office has one witness in addition to myself."



          8             Page 3:  Strike Lines 50 through 52, which



          9 reads "1.  Mr. James Daniel will address the rate



         10 design and other elements of Rate Options 1 and 2,



         11 components of the Company's proposed ED TOU pilot."



         12             On that same page, Line 53:  Strike the



         13 number "2."



         14             On Page 15, Line 313:  Strike everything



         15 after the word "Yes," which would be as identified in



         16 the direct testimony of Mr. Daniels at Lines 261 to



         17 269.



         18             On Page 15, Line 314:  Capitalize the



         19 letter "I" in the first word, "In."



         20      Q.     Do you have any changes to your rebuttal



         21 testimony?



         22      A.     Yes, I do.



         23      Q.     Would you present them.



         24      A.     Yes.



         25             Page 8 Line 178:  Remove the word, "our,"
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          1 and replace with the word "a."



          2             Page 14, Line 299:  Strike the words "as



          3 proposed by the Office in direct testimony."



          4             Those are all my changes.



          5      Q.     Thank you.



          6             Do you have a statement in support of the



          7 settlement that has been referenced?



          8      A.     Yes, I do.



          9      Q.     Could you present that at this time?



         10      A.     Yes.



         11      Q.     Did you participate in the settlement



         12 discussions?



         13      A.     I did.



         14      Q.     Does the Office support the settlement as



         15 filed?



         16      A.     Yes, we do.



         17      Q.     Do you have some testimony to provide in



         18 support of that settlement?



         19      A.     Yes.



         20             In my direct testimony I recommended



         21 several minor modifications to the tariff, which the



         22 Company accepted in its rebuttal testimony.  Since



         23 that time, through discussion and negotiations,



         24 further modifications have been made to the tariff,



         25 and are included in the tariff attached to the
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          1 stipulation.



          2             Some of the important tariff changes



          3 include the following:  As originally filed,



          4 Schedule 120, in the "Special Conditions" sections for



          5 AC Level 2 charger prescripted incentive, and DC



          6 fast-charger prescripted incentives, indicated that



          7 customers who received an incentive may be required to



          8 consent by charger usage status.



          9             In Schedule 21 filed with the stipulation



         10 on May 15, consent to provide charger usage data is



         11 now identified as a requirement for receiving an



         12 incentive.  A similar requirement now also exists for



         13 customer projects and partnership incentives, if



         14 applicable.



         15             In direct testimony the Office recommended



         16 that the Company should create a new tariff related



         17 specifically to load research study participants.  In



         18 the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Robert Meredith, the



         19 Company accepted the recommendation and provided such



         20 a tariff.  In negotiations, the parties agreed to that



         21 tariff language with certain modifications, which are



         22 included in Schedule Number 121 attached to the



         23 stipulation.



         24             In addition to the tariff changes, the



         25 settlement stipulation contained several key elements
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          1 important to the Office, such as the additional



          2 reporting requirements memorialized in Exhibit D EZ



          3 TOU pilot report requirements agreement regarding



          4 ongoing meetings, and load research issues.



          5             In my direct testimony I suggested that



          6 additional technical conferences be required to



          7 provide specific information regarding outreach and



          8 education, and to explain the results of the Company's



          9 RFP.



         10             In the stipulation, parties agreed to meet



         11 to discuss a number of issues of concern to the Office



         12 and others.  Although not set as a technical



         13 conference, the Office is satisfied that this will



         14 provide the opportunity to obtain the information we



         15 were seeking.



         16             I would also note that these meetings will



         17 provide an opportunity to explore whether changes to



         18 the incentives are warranted, and provide a forum to



         19 address some of the issues raised by parties that



         20 could not be included in the subtle design of the



         21 program at this time.



         22             The design of the load research study is a



         23 major issue for the Office.  Our primary concern was



         24 that obtaining survey information from both Level 1



         25 and Level 2 residential chargers would not provide
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          1 statistically significant information without further



          2 stratification by type of charger.



          3             The stipulation requires the residential



          4 load research participants will be required to have AC



          5 Level 2 chargers.  Limiting the load research study to



          6 only those with AC Level 2 chargers alleviates our



          7 concern and eliminates the need for additional



          8 stratification.



          9             Taken as a whole, the Office believes that



         10 the stipulation is in the public interest, and



         11 recommends that the Commission approve it.



         12      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?



         13      A.     Yes.  It does.



         14             MR. SNARR:  At this time we'd like to move



         15 the admission of exhibits that the Office sponsors.



         16 There are three exhibits identified as direct,



         17 rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony with -- submitted



         18 by Cheryl Murray.



         19             We also have the direct testimony of



         20 Mr. Jacob Thomas, and one exhibit, and we'd like to



         21 move those into evidence as well.  His testimony



         22 primarily is directed at the issues that were



         23 addressed and resolved by way of the stipulation.



         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Snarr.



         25 They're admitted.
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          1             Does any party have any cross-examination



          2 for Ms. Murray on the stipulation?



          3             Anything else, Mr. Snarr, at this time?



          4             MR. SNARR:  Nothing else.



          5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          6             Mr. Mecham.



          7             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.



          8             ChargePoint would call Mr. James Ellis



          9 (appearing by phone).



         10             MR. MECHAM:  Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?



         11             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.  I'm



         12 having a hard time hearing all of the discussion but I



         13 hear you.



         14             MR. MECHAM:  Okay.  We would ask that



         15 Mr. Ellis be sworn.



         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Ellis, this is



         17 presiding officer, Michael Hammer.



         18             Mr. Ellis, do you swear to tell the truth



         19 today?



         20             Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?



         21             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.



         22             MR. HAMMER:  This is Michael Hammer, the



         23 presiding officer.



         24                          *



         25                          *
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          1                     JAMES ELLIS,



          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,



          3        was examined and testified as follows:



          4



          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          6             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.



          7



          8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          9 BY MR. MECHAM:



         10      Q.     Mr. Ellis, would you please state your



         11 name and business address for the record, please.



         12      A.     James Ellis.  I reside at 6215 Robin Hill



         13 Road; Nashville, Tennessee.



         14      Q.     Thank you.  And what is your position at



         15 ChargePoint?



         16      A.     I'm director of utility solutions at



         17 ChargePoint.



         18      Q.     And did you cause to be filed direct



         19 testimony consisting of 12 pages on April 6th of this



         20 year, and surrebuttal testimony consisting of three



         21 pages dated May 16th of this year?



         22      A.     Yes, I did.



         23      Q.     And if I were to ask you the questions



         24 that are in those -- in those exhibits, would they be



         25 the same today?
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          1      A.     Yes, they are.



          2      Q.     Thank you.



          3             And does ChargePoint support the



          4 stipulation?



          5      A.     ChargePoint supports the stipulation.



          6      Q.     Thank you.



          7             Mr. Hammer, I would move the admission of



          8 the two pieces of evidence which I marked as



          9 ChargePoint Exhibit 1 and ChargePoint Exhibit 1SR.



         10             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.



         11             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.  Thank you.



         12             And if there are no questions for



         13 Mr. Ellis, I would ask that he be excused.



         14             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any



         15 questions for Mr. Ellis?



         16             MR. SNARR:  The Office has no questions.



         17             MR. JETTER:  No questions.



         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Ellis.



         19 You're excused.



         20             MR. SNARR:  The office would ask --



         21             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



         22             MR. SNARR:  Excuse me.



         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Do you want Mr. Ellis to



         24 stay on the line?



         25             MR. SNARR:  No.
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          1             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.



          2             MR. SNARR:  Pardon me.



          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.



          4             MR. SNARR:  We have asked for the



          5 submission of Mr. Jacob Thomas's evidence.



          6             We didn't ask whether anyone wanted to



          7 cross-examine him, but we offer that as well.



          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.



          9             Does any party have any questions for the



         10 witness?



         11             We'll proceed with Ms. Hayes, then.



         12             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy



         13 will call Mr. Kevin Emerson to the witness stand.



         14



         15                    KEVIN EMERSON,



         16     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,



         17        was examined and testified as follows:



         18



         19            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



         20



         21                   DIRECT EXAMINATION



         22 BY MS. HAYES:



         23      Q.     Good morning, Mr. Emerson.



         24             Will you please state your name and



         25 position for the record?
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          1      A.     Yes.  My name is Kevin Emerson.  I am the



          2 energy efficiency program director for Utah Clean



          3 Energy.



          4      Q.     Thank you.  Will you please speak somewhat



          5 more slowly?



          6      A.     I'm glad to.



          7      Q.     Thank you.



          8             Did you file direct testimony in this



          9 docket on April 6th?



         10      A.     Yes, I submitted direct testimony related



         11 to the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Incentive on



         12 behalf of Utah Clean Energy, and the Southwest



         13 Efficiency Project as part of this docket.



         14      Q.     And did you also participate in the



         15 settlement discussions that led to the settlement



         16 stipulation we are discussing this morning?



         17      A.     Yes, I did.



         18      Q.     Do you have a statement you have prepared



         19 regarding that stipulation?



         20      A.     Yes, I do.



         21             Utah Clean Energy supports the settlement



         22 filed as part of Mr. Meredith's testimony on May 15th.



         23             Our main concern with regard to the



         24 Company's proposed electric-vehicle incentives was



         25 providing robust incentives for smart, at-home vehicle
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          1 charging.



          2             Analysis from Idaho National Laboratory



          3 shows that over 80 percent of charging is done at



          4 home.  Charging during off-peak hours, which will



          5 largely take place at home and during the night, will



          6 have the least impact on the utility system.



          7             Therefore Utah Clean Energy feels strongly



          8 that it is in the best interest of the system, and



          9 also in the interest of fairness for residential



         10 customers, that incentives for at-home Level 2



         11 charging infrastructure be thoroughly evaluated and



         12 included in future years.



         13             Ratepayers that live in apartments and



         14 condominiums should have the opportunity to charge at



         15 home, and Utah Clean Energy believes that given the



         16 increased complexity of installing electric vehicle



         17 charging infrastructure in a multi-family setting,



         18 that a higher incentive than one proposed is likely



         19 needed for multi-family properties.



         20             To address our concerns regarding Level 2



         21 residential and multi-family charging infrastructure,



         22 the settlement includes a few things:  increased,



         23 up-to, or maximum incentives in non-residential, and



         24 DC fast-charging electric-vehicle infrastructure



         25 includes more explicit language indicating that
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          1 multi-family properties are eligible for incentives



          2 through the non-residential DC fast charger and



          3 grant-based custom project categories; it includes the



          4 commitment from the Company to provide a status update



          5 on program activity in the first quarter of 2018; and



          6 it includes a commitment from the Company to meet with



          7 interested parties after the first year of program



          8 operation to evaluate adding Level 2 incentives for



          9 at-home charging, and to evaluate increasing



         10 incentives for multi-family charging infrastructure.



         11      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?



         12      A.     Yes.



         13      Q.     Thank you.



         14             Utah Clean Energy at this time would move



         15 the admission of the direct testimony of Kevin Emerson



         16 marked as Utah Clean Energy Exhibit 4.0 and would make



         17 Mr. Emerson available for questions.



         18             HEARING OFFICER:  It's admitted, and does



         19 any party have any questions for Mr. Emerson at this



         20 time?



         21             Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Emerson.



         22             Anything else at this time, Ms. Hayes?



         23             MS. HAYES:  Not at this time.  Thank you.



         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



         25             Ms. Gardner.
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          1             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.



          2             Western Resource Advocates calls



          3 Kenneth L. Witness (sic) -- Kenneth L. Witness? --



          4 Kenneth L. Wilson as our witness, and would ask that



          5 he be sworn in at this time.



          6



          7                  KENNETH L. WILSON,



          8     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,



          9        was examined and testified as follows:



         10



         11            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



         12



         13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



         14 BY MS. GARDNER:



         15      Q.     Mr. Wilson, can you please state your name



         16 and business address for the record.



         17      A.     Kenneth L. Wilson.  Business address for



         18 Western Resource Advocates is 2260 Baseline Road,



         19 Suite 200; Boulder, Colorado 80302.



         20      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, can you please state your



         21 position with Western Resource Advocates.



         22      A.     Yes.  I'm the engineering fellow.



         23      Q.     Did you file a copy of your CV in Phase I



         24 of this docket on November 9th, 2016 marked as WRA



         25 Exhibit 1.1?
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          1      A.     Yes, I did.



          2      Q.     And did you file direct testimony in



          3 Phase III of this docket on April 6th, 2017, marked as



          4 WRA Exhibit 2.0?



          5      A.     Yes.



          6      Q.     Did you file rebuttal testimony, also on



          7 Phase III, on April 27th, 2017, marked as WRA



          8 Exhibit 3.0?



          9      A.     Yes.



         10      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony in



         11 this docket on May 16th, 2017 marked as WRA



         12 Exhibit 4.0?



         13      A.     Yes, I did.



         14      Q.     And finally, did you also file an



         15 Exhibit A to Exhibit 4.0 on May 16th, 2017 entitled,



         16 "A Review of Alternative Rate Designs," authored by



         17 the Rocky Mountain Institute?



         18      A.     Yes.



         19      Q.     And to the best of your knowledge,



         20 Mr. Wilson, is everything in your testimony true and



         21 correct?



         22      A.     It is.  However, there's some



         23 clarification regarding a section of my surrebuttal



         24 that I would like to make when I testify to the rate



         25 structures, so I can do that a bit later.
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          1      Q.     Okay.  And Mr. Wilson, was WRA a signatory



          2 to the settlement agreement filed with the Commission



          3 by Rocky Mountain Power on behalf of the settling



          4 parties on May 16th, 2017?



          5      A.     Yes, we were.



          6             The parties discussed numerous issues.



          7 WRA had two main issues that were addressed in the



          8 settlement.  One was extending the length of the pilot



          9 in the way that Rocky Mountain Power discussed; and



         10 the second was to focus on Level 2 chargers.  And so



         11 both of those issues were taken care of in the



         12 settlement and we are very comfortable signing it.



         13      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, just one follow up there.



         14             Do you believe that to the best of your



         15 knowledge that the settlement agreement is just,



         16 reasonable, and in the public interest?



         17      A.     Yes, I do.



         18      Q.     Thank you.



         19             So at this time WRA would move for the



         20 admission of all of Mr. Wilson's testimony, his CV, as



         21 well as Exhibit A.



         22             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.



         23             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.



         24             Mr. Wilson is available for questions.



         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any

�

                                                                 33







          1 questions for Mr. Wilson?



          2             Ms. Gardner, anything else?



          3             MS. GARDNER:  No, that's all.  Thank you.



          4             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          5             Anything else from any party before we



          6 proceed to discussing the remaining issues -- or I



          7 should say, receiving testimony on the remaining



          8 issues?



          9             MR. SOLANDER:  If I didn't move so before,



         10 I'd move that the stipulation and partial settlement



         11 agreement of Phase III issues be entered into the



         12 record.



         13             HEARING OFFICER:  They're entered.  Thank



         14 you.



         15             All right.  Then we'll proceed.



         16             Mr. Solander, please call your first



         17 witness.



         18             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  The Company



         19 calls Mr. Robert Meredith in support of the Company's



         20 proposed time-of-use programs.



         21



         22                   ROBERT M. MEREDITH,



         23     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,



         24        was examined and testified as follows:



         25                          *
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          1            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          2            MR. SOLANDER:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.



          3             MR. MEREDITH:  Morning.



          4



          5                   DIRECT EXAMINATION



          6 BY MR. SOLANDER:



          7      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name



          8 for the record.



          9      A.     Robert M. Meredith.  R-o-b-e-r-t, M.,



         10 M-e-r-e-d-i-t-h.



         11      Q.     And what is your current position with



         12 PacifiCorp?



         13      A.     Manager of pricing and cost of service.



         14      Q.     And is this your first time testifying in



         15 front of the Utah Public Service Commission?



         16      A.     It is.



         17      Q.     Could you just give the Commission a brief



         18 summary of your background and how you came to your



         19 current position?



         20      A.     Sure.  I've been working with the Company



         21 for about 12 years in the customer service regulation



         22 and integrated resource planning departments in



         23 various roles of increasing responsibility.



         24             In March of 2016 I assumed my present



         25 position, and in this role I'm responsible for
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          1 overseeing the analysis and the work that's entailed



          2 with supporting the prices and the cost of service



          3 analysis for all six states that PacifiCorp serves.



          4      Q.     And as part of those duties, did you cause



          5 to be filed direct, rebuttal, and surrebuttal



          6 testimony in Phase III of this proceeding?



          7      A.     I did.



          8      Q.     And do you have any corrections or



          9 additions to any of those pieces of testimony that



         10 you'd like to make at this time?



         11      A.     I do not.



         12      Q.     Have you prepared a statement -- a summary



         13 statement in support of the Company's position with



         14 respect to time-of-use rates?



         15      A.     Yes, I have.



         16      Q.     Please proceed.



         17      A.     Good morning.  I'd first like to say that



         18 I appreciate the time, effort, and thoughtfulness the



         19 various parties have put into this effort to develop



         20 an electric vehicle time-of-use pilot.



         21             Prior to our Phase III filing, five



         22 workshops were held to discuss the pilot.  There have



         23 been two rounds of testimony and several settlement



         24 discussions that have culminated in the stipulation



         25 and partial settlement agreement of Phase III issues.

�

                                                                 36







          1             I think that this partial settlement is



          2 just, reasonable, in the public interest, and moves



          3 forward many of the issues for the pilot.



          4             This partial settlement resolved all



          5 issues pertaining to the electric-vehicle time-of-use



          6 pilot, except for the rates and the time-of-use



          7 periods.



          8             From my review of other parties'



          9 surrebuttal testimony, other parties have also



         10 expressed their support for the time-of-use periods



         11 that the Company proposed.  The only remaining issue



         12 in dispute among the parties, therefore, is the rates



         13 themselves.



         14             Western Resource Advocates supports the



         15 two rate designs that the Company proposes.  This



         16 includes two clean time-of-use options, one with a



         17 moderate differential in on- to off-peak prices that



         18 is about seven cents a kilowatt hour off peak, and 22



         19 cents a kilowatt hour on peak; and another with a more



         20 pronounced differential that is about three cents per



         21 kilowatt hour off peak, and 34 cents per kilowatt hour



         22 on peak.



         23             The Company's proposed rates are easy to



         24 understand, would produce results that would provide



         25 meaningful information, and would encourage PEB
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          1 charging outside of the times when the Company's peaks



          2 occur.



          3             The two rate options proposed by the



          4 Company are different enough that strong inferences



          5 could be drawn for several variables, and useful



          6 information could be gleaned from both the load



          7 research study as well as for customers who opt into



          8 one of the rates, apart from the load research study.



          9             The Division, the Office, and Utah Clean



         10 Energy have coalesced around two options:  one that is



         11 the same as the Company's Rate Option 1, and another



         12 that is otherwise the same, but has inverted tier



         13 blocks such that additional monthly energy consumption



         14 is charged at a higher rate.



         15             Testing a tiered option compared to a



         16 non-tiered option, specifically for the purposes of an



         17 electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot, doesn't make a



         18 whole lot of sense to me.  The tiered-rate option that



         19 the Office, the Division, and Utah Clean Energy



         20 proposed is not very different from Rate Option 1.



         21             I'm not sure what we would learn, if



         22 anything, from testing out these two different rate



         23 options against one other.



         24             While energy charge tiers are being



         25 extolled by the other parties as a tool to encourage
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          1 overall energy reductions, I don't really think that



          2 we would be able to parse out the impact that tiers



          3 would specifically have on energy reductions from



          4 their proposal in this pilot.



          5             Time-of-use participants for this pilot



          6 would be individuals who perhaps very recently have



          7 adopted electric vehicles, and could have a lot of



          8 usage associated with that electric-vehicle charging.



          9 I do not know how reliable any estimates of energy



         10 efficiency could actually be for this population of



         11 customers.



         12             Furthermore, tiered rates may encourage



         13 energy efficiency, but they discourage



         14 electric-vehicle adoption.  You cannot both discourage



         15 energy usage and encourage additional load from



         16 electric vehicles; the two goals are diametrically



         17 opposed to one another.  Tiered rates may encourage



         18 energy efficiency, but they do so to the detriment of



         19 electric-vehicle adoption.



         20             Finally, tiers send a blunt price signal



         21 for customers to reduce overall energy usage.  On the



         22 other hand, time-of-use prices send a better, more



         23 detailed, cost-informed, price signal for customers to



         24 use energy at the right times.  And it's more



         25 important for customers to use energy at the right
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          1 times than it is for them to use less overall.



          2             Concluding an option with tiers distracts



          3 the Company's final analysis for this pilot and also



          4 distracts customers from the more critical finding



          5 that we're seeking in this pilot, which is:  What is



          6 the pricing incentive, or the bill savings, that will



          7 entice customers to use less during on-peak times?



          8             For all these reasons I recommend that the



          9 Commission approve the Company's proposed rate options



         10 for the electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot.  Thank



         11 you.



         12             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Mr. Meredith is



         13 available for cross-examination by the parties or



         14 questions from the Commission.



         15             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.



         16             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the



         17 Division.  Thank you.



         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Miss Murray?



         19             I'm sorry.  Mr. Snarr.



         20             MR. SNARR:  Thank you.



         21             HEARING OFFICER:  I demoted you,



         22 Mr. Snarr.  I'm sorry.



         23             MR. SNARR:  I'm demoted now, but if I



         24 don't get it right, Ms. Murray can follow up.  Thank



         25 you.
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          1             I have some questions.



          2



          3                 CROSS-EXAMINATION



          4 BY MR. SNARR:



          5      Q.     Directing your attention to your



          6 surrebuttal testimony at Lines 29 through 37, you



          7 identified the issues you understand to still be in



          8 dispute that the Commission should address at this



          9 hearing, and you've talked about some of the issues



         10 here in your summary.



         11             Would you agree with me that the bullet



         12 points you set forth at Lines 34 through 37 of your



         13 testimony are no longer in dispute?



         14      A.     Yes, I would.



         15      Q.     Okay.



         16             With respect to the issues that do remain



         17 in dispute, isn't it true that they are competing



         18 proposals on how to design two TOU rates:  one where



         19 Rocky Mountain proposes to design two different rates,



         20 one that was a 3:1 rate differential, and one with a



         21 larger rate differential; and a counter-proposal



         22 supported by other parties where one rate would



         23 include a modest rate differential and the other TOU



         24 rate would be based off the same rate differential but



         25 would feature tiered or inclining block rates?
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          1      A.     That's correct.  That's my understanding.



          2      Q.     Let's now address the issues that relate



          3 to the tiered or inclining block rates.  At Lines 105



          4 through 107 of your surrebuttal testimony, you state,



          5             "While tiers have generally been



          6             instituted to encourage efficiency,



          7             for policy reasons they can be a



          8             barrier for customers seeking to buy



          9             or lease a PEV"; is that correct?



         10      A.     Yes.



         11      Q.     Have you conducted any studies to know if



         12 that statement is true?



         13      A.     I have not conducted any specific studies



         14 to know whether that statement is true, but I believe



         15 that customers do respond to price signals, and having



         16 a higher energy rate will, all things equal, for some



         17 customers, be a barrier.



         18      Q.     Do you have any ideas as to how many



         19 electric-vehicle owners there are in the state of Utah



         20 service territory?



         21      A.     I don't know exactly right now.  My



         22 understanding is that it's somewhere between 2000 and



         23 2500.



         24      Q.     Okay.  Isn't it true that most of those



         25 customers have some type of charger situated at their
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          1 home to charge their electric vehicle?



          2      A.     That's correct.



          3      Q.     And isn't it true that those customers



          4 utilizing a home charger would receive electricity



          5 through the Rocky Mountain Power residential rate



          6 that's currently in place?



          7      A.     That's my understanding, yes, they would.



          8      Q.     And isn't it also true that the rates that



          9 apply to those residential customers are designed with



         10 tiers or inclining block rates to encourage



         11 conservation?



         12      A.     They are.



         13      Q.     And to discourage the extent of use of



         14 electricity?



         15      A.     That's the policy objectives that tiered



         16 rates have right now, yes.



         17      Q.     So these 2000 to 2500 consumers in Utah



         18 have somehow found their way to buying an electric



         19 vehicle thus far; isn't that right?



         20      A.     They have, but I would note that 2000 to



         21 2500 is not a very large number of our customers who



         22 have electric vehicles right now, so --



         23      Q.     As you understand the proposed pilot rate



         24 study, will the study focus on the habits or



         25 inclinations of consumers who might be considering the
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          1 purchase or lease of an electric vehicle?



          2      A.     Our study will specifically look for --



          3 the load research study we'll specifically examine



          4 customers who have an electric vehicle already.



          5 However, we will always, through surveys, understand



          6 whether any customers -- whether the time-of-use rates



          7 or the presence of those time-of-use rates was



          8 something that helped entice those customers to make



          9 that decision, because it is going to be available for



         10 up to 1000 customers to specifically opt in to one of



         11 the two rate options.



         12             And so I think that some customers will



         13 specifically see that and realize that there may be



         14 cheaper rates available to them if they can charge



         15 their electric vehicle during the off-peak period, and



         16 knowing that -- and looking at what their savings



         17 might be -- that may push them over the edge into



         18 making that decision to either purchase or lease an



         19 electric vehicle.



         20      Q.     Now, does -- your study program has a



         21 process whereby you're going to attempt to identify



         22 those people who would participate in the program with



         23 an electric vehicle; is that correct?



         24      A.     Can you -- so you're saying we'll identify



         25 those people who have an electric vehicle presently?
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          1      Q.     Yes.



          2      A.     Yes.  And that is what we will



          3 specifically use to target our load research study,



          4 where we'll be specifically focused on the behaviors



          5 of customers who are on one of the two time-of-use



          6 options; or a control group who are subject to the



          7 standard rates that they are right now, and then



          8 seeing what naturally would occur with their charging



          9 behavior.



         10      Q.     So the primary focus of the study is to



         11 examine the charging behavior, whether they're on the



         12 standard residential rate, whether they were on one of



         13 the two time-of-use rates; is that right?



         14      A.     I think that's one of the main things that



         15 we're going to be looking at, but I think that also



         16 the pilot as it's currently structured has two



         17 components:  one component which is a load research



         18 study specifically, which has higher incentive levels



         19 to entice existing electric vehicle customers to be on



         20 that study right away, and to be on one of the two



         21 rate options, or to not be able to be on one of the



         22 two rate options and be on a control group.



         23             And then that's going to have another



         24 segment which is going to be customers who decide to



         25 choose one of these two time-of-use options; and those
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          1 customers may be existing electric vehicle customers



          2 or may be prospective ones who -- specifically those



          3 time-of-use rates played a role in their decision to



          4 adopt an electric vehicle.



          5      Q.     Has Rocky Mountain considered offering the



          6 time-of-use rates to customers that don't have



          7 electric vehicles?



          8      A.     We do offer a time-of-use option for



          9 customers who don't have electric vehicles.  Our



         10 Schedule 2 is an option that customers who don't have



         11 electric vehicles may choose.



         12      Q.     All right.



         13             In the study you're proposing, you will be



         14 comparing the three different groups as part of your



         15 pilot study; is that correct?



         16      A.     It's part of the load research study, yes:



         17 a control group, and Rate Option 1, and Rate Option 2.



         18      Q.     So necessarily there's going to be some



         19 comparison made between customers who might be on a



         20 rate that would include some tiered or inclining



         21 blocks --



         22      A.     Yes.



         23      Q.     -- as well as those that are not?



         24      A.     Yes.



         25      Q.     And to include one more rate, a
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          1 time-of-use rate that would have a tiered or a block



          2 feature would not complicate the study much, because



          3 you're already dealing with a tiered rate in a



          4 residential program, aren't you?



          5      A.     I think my primary contention with having



          6 a tiered rate versus a rate that is not tiered is



          7 that, first, as I mentioned in my summary statement



          8 there is not a whole lot of difference between the



          9 tiers that are being proposed.



         10             And I think that specifically we're



         11 wanting to look at two differentials that are fairly



         12 far apart from one another, in terms of the price



         13 signals that customers would see, and I believe that



         14 that will provide more useful information in terms of



         15 understanding charging behavior and other variables



         16 that I think are useful, such as what role this may



         17 play in electric-vehicle adoption.



         18      Q.     Have you reviewed the testimony -- the



         19 surrebuttal testimony of -- of Utah Clean Energy's



         20 Sarah Wright?



         21      A.     Yes, I have.



         22      Q.     And isn't it true that the Utah Clean



         23 Energy's rate proposal involving tiers, ,that Tier 2



         24 would not become applicable until after levels



         25 contemplated for average residential usage and
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          1 anticipated normal electric vehicle charging usage



          2 would fully accommodate?



          3      A.     For the average customer, the way that my



          4 understanding is:  She has designed this such that a



          5 typical customer who uses about 700 kilowatt hours per



          6 month and then has additional load of about 300



          7 kilowatt hours a month, which would encompass -- I



          8 think what I've said may be sort of a typical energy



          9 level of charging for a thousand miles a month.  That



         10 would all add up to 1000 kilowatt hours.



         11             However, if a customer had all 1000 of



         12 those kilowatt hours during the off-peak period, those



         13 customers would be subject to the tiered rates.



         14             I would also note that many customers are



         15 not the average.  There will be many who are below



         16 that average and many who are above that average.  And



         17 so for those customers who are above the average,



         18 those tiers potentially are a little bit more of a



         19 barrier for that customer, a little bit longer of a



         20 payback period for that customer, in terms of their



         21 decision to adopt an electric vehicle.



         22      Q.     In your summary just presented earlier



         23 today, you said that



         24             "The usage for electric vehicles



         25             should be encouraged and is
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          1             diametrically opposed to the policies



          2             we have with reference to energy



          3             conservation," or words to that



          4             effect.



          5      A.     I think what I said was that specifically



          6 with this pilot which is -- we are making this ap --



          7 we've made this application for this pilot and we're



          8 looking to have this electric-vehicle pilot to



          9 specifically respond to the provision in the STEP Act,



         10 which looks to encourage electric-vehicle charging



         11 during the off-peak period.  And so I think that for



         12 that, the goals of specifically encouraging energy



         13 efficiency and discouraging electric-vehicle adoption



         14 are diametrically opposed to one another.



         15             So I would say that for our existing



         16 rates, yes, right now they may encourage energy



         17 efficiency, but they do also discourage



         18 electric-vehicle adoption.



         19      Q.     So with respect to the current rates,



         20 would I contemplate a proposal from Rocky Mountain:



         21 We just take off the existing tiers for residential



         22 rates, if you happen to have an electric vehicle?



         23      A.     That's not specifically what the Company



         24 is proposing right now.



         25             What we are looking at is a time-of-use
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          1 options (sic) where customers who opt to be in to a



          2 time-of-use rate -- where those customers now have the



          3 opportunity for much higher bills if their energy



          4 occurs more during the on-peak period -- would no



          5 longer be subject to the tiers, because they are now



          6 subject to a more cost-based, more-detailed pricing,



          7 which includes time-of-use prices.



          8      Q.     I guess the real question is:  Can



          9 time-of-use pricing co-exist in a world where we're



         10 also trying to encourage energy conservation?



         11      A.     They can co-exist, but I think they



         12 undermine some of the goals that are trying to be



         13 achieved here, specifically encouraging electric



         14 vehicle charging during the off-peak period.



         15             MR. SNARR:  I have no further questions.



         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



         17             Mr. Mecham?



         18             MR. MECHAM:  I have no questions, thank



         19 you.



         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes?



         21             MS. HAYES:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.



         22             MR. MEREDITH:  Good morning.



         23                          *



         24                          *



         25                          *
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          1                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



          2 BY MS. HAYES:



          3      Q.     If I could direct you to your surrebuttal



          4 testimony, at Line 100, you say,



          5             "In this pilot, tiers would distract



          6             from the primary message for



          7             customers to manage their hourly



          8             energy consumption with time of



          9             use" --



         10             I'm so sorry -- pardon me.



         11             I'm reading from Mr. Meredith's testimony



         12 at Line 100 in his surrebuttal.



         13             "In this pilot, tiers would distract



         14             from the primary message for



         15             customers to manage their hourly



         16             energy consumption with time of use."



         17             That's what it says; is that correct?



         18      A.     Yes.



         19      Q.     This is -- this is your opinion, correct?



         20      A.     It is my opinion.



         21      Q.     You don't -- this isn't based on a study



         22 you've actually conducted already, is it?



         23      A.     No.



         24      Q.     All right.  And -- and -- or -- or that



         25 others have conducted; studies that others have
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          1 conducted, correct?



          2      A.     That's correct.



          3      Q.     All right.  In your statement just now,



          4 you said that tiered time-of-use rates would



          5 discourage electric-vehicle adoption; is that correct?



          6      A.     Yes.



          7      Q.     It's true, though, isn't it, that one of



          8 Utah Clean Energy's explicit objectives in this docket



          9 is to encourage electric-vehicle adoption, isn't it?



         10      A.     Yes.



         11      Q.     And that that was one of our primary



         12 objectives in designing the tiered time-of-use rate



         13 that we did?



         14      A.     Yes.



         15      Q.     All right.  Have you reviewed Utah Clean



         16 Energy's tiered time-of-use Rate Option 2?



         17      A.     Yes, I have.



         18      Q.     And if you want a visual, it's Sarah



         19 Wright's surrebuttal, Page 45.



         20             And in your surrebuttal you did some



         21 analysis regarding the cost of charging and the simple



         22 payback of an electric vehicle --



         23      A.     Uh-huh.



         24      Q.     -- at different time-of-use prices.  And



         25 I'd like to -- to sort of explore those with you.  But
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          1 looking at this comparison of Rocky Mountain Power's



          2 Rate Option 1 and Utah Clean Energy's Rate Option 2,



          3 it's true, isn't it, that the on-peak Tier 2 price of



          4 Utah Clean Energy's Option 2 is exactly the same as



          5 the on-peak tier in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate



          6 Option 1; is that correct?



          7      A.     And you're referring to the 2.2755 cents



          8 is --



          9      Q.     Yes.



         10      A.     -- the same between the greater than 200



         11 kilowatt hours consumption in Utah Clean Energy's Rate



         12 Option 2 versus the Company's proposed Rate



         13 Option 1 --



         14      Q.     Yes.



         15      A.     -- for on peak?



         16             Yes, they're the same.



         17      Q.     All right.  And with regard to the



         18 off-peak prices, Utah Clean Energy's off-peak prices



         19 be in the first tier in Utah Clean Energy's option,



         20 the Utah Clean Energy's first tier is 6.1 cents, which



         21 is a little less than one cent below Rocky Mountain



         22 Power's 6.8 cents --



         23      A.     Um-hm.



         24      Q.     -- while our Tier 2 price is less than one



         25 cent above --
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          1      A.     Uh-huh.



          2      Q.     -- Rocky Mountain Power's price.



          3             And so going to your -- your -- I'm sorry,



          4 what exhibit is it? -- RMM -- TSR --



          5      A.     It's TSR, yes.



          6      Q.     Yes.  I don't want to ask you to do any



          7 complicated math, but if it takes 347 kilowatt hours a



          8 month to charge an electric vehicle, and it's less



          9 than one cent more per kilowatt hour to charge



         10 entirely in the second tier under Utah Clean Energy's



         11 option, that's around four dollars more a month,



         12 right?



         13      A.     I haven't done the math but I would say



         14 that relative to what Utah Clean Energy was looking at



         15 in the rebuttal testimony where the differential was



         16 two-and-a-half cents per kilowatt hour, now moving



         17 forward to the surrebuttal testimony which has a



         18 differential during the off-peak period of about



         19 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour, I would say that the



         20 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour is better in terms of not



         21 discouraging electric-vehicle adoption as much.



         22             I would also say, though, that looking at



         23 specifically the difference in the surrebuttal rates,



         24 these rates are less discouraging to electric-vehicle



         25 adoptions, but also say that they are so similar to
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          1 Rate Option 1 that it's going to be very challenging



          2 to understand very much from these rates.



          3             And I don't think they're very different



          4 from one another to where we could really draw any



          5 strong inferences from that, from the 1.6 cents for



          6 this specific population.



          7      Q.     But you don't know that, having not



          8 actually undergone the load research study?



          9      A.     No.  But I know that looking at these



         10 rates and seeing how close they are to one another,



         11 and just thinking myself about in a few years from now



         12 having to write a report and look at how that may have



         13 influenced specifically energy reductions -- which I



         14 think is what Utah Clean Energy is wanting to



         15 understand -- is how tiered rates may influence



         16 conservation.



         17             I think it's going to be very challenging



         18 to be able to tell that there's one rate option which



         19 is 6.8 cents a kilowatt hour, about, and another rate



         20 option that's 6.1, versus 7.7 cents a kilowatt hour



         21 during the off-peak period -- whether it's below 800,



         22 above 800 kilowatt hours -- I haven't done any



         23 specific analysis.



         24             But looking at these rates, I think it's



         25 going to be very challenging to try and parse out any
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          1 sort of meaningful information from those.



          2      Q.     But you've also said that tiers will



          3 distract from -- from the time-of-use price signals.



          4 And so it's a little confusing which argument you're



          5 trying to make.



          6             I mean are the tiers going to distract



          7 from the price signals or are they going to give



          8 you -- give you the same results?



          9      A.     So I think there's -- I think maybe, if I



         10 may, what you're trying to say is:  Will they distract



         11 the Company's analysis, or will it distract the



         12 customers themselves, in terms of deciding to consume



         13 more or less energy during the -- during the on- and



         14 off-peak periods and respond to the price signals.  Is



         15 that what you're trying to understand, because --



         16      Q.     What I'm trying to understand is -- or



         17 what -- it sounds like we don't know what -- what the



         18 impact will be.  It sounds like you're making a lot of



         19 conclusions without any evidence.



         20      A.     I think looking at these specific rates



         21 and how close they are, I think that it's very likely



         22 it will be really hard to say that a customer has



         23 really reduced their energy consumption, specifically



         24 for electric-vehicle owners, because I think this is a



         25 very unique population that we're dealing with.
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          1             I think it's going to be very challenging



          2 to be able to say whether they have reduced overall



          3 energy consumption or not.



          4             And I think there are, you know, a couple



          5 of competing goals here with the rates that you're



          6 looking at.  I think that on the one hand you want to



          7 have results that are meaningful enough that you can



          8 really see, you know, two different points and be able



          9 to draw some clear inferences where the two rates are



         10 enough different from one another to be able to draw



         11 clear conclusions.



         12             On the other hand, I can appreciate that



         13 Utah Clean Energy also does not want to discourage



         14 electric-vehicle adoption.  I believe that that --



         15 that they share that goal with the Company, and with



         16 other parties in this case.



         17             However, I think that these rates, as they



         18 are, are so similar, that I think that they may --



         19 they are not as much of a barrier as what I had



         20 previously described in terms of 1.6 cents compared to



         21 the two-and-a-half cents.



         22             They are still somewhat of a barrier, I



         23 would say, and I think they are still very close to



         24 where it's going to be very hard to understand any



         25 sort of impact from energy efficiency, specifically
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          1 for this population of customers.



          2      Q.     But as you said before, we have not



          3 actually studied this in Utah, the impact of tiered



          4 rates with time-of-use rates, correct?



          5      A.     We haven't specifically studied it but I



          6 just -- a visual examination, and I think somebody who



          7 looks at Table 1 from Utah Clean Energy's surrebuttal



          8 will see that these rates are so close, and



          9 specifically looking at this population of



         10 electric-vehicle customers, it's going to be very hard



         11 to tell whether there was additional energy



         12 efficiency.



         13             I think also what will skew the results is



         14 that there's going to be a natural inclination, I



         15 think, for smaller users to want to select the tiered



         16 option, and then I don't know what that will actually



         17 tell us about -- about these customers, even --



         18 specifically for the customers who opt into it.



         19             I think the load research study will also



         20 be challenging to understand whether there's any



         21 behavioral changes, because the rates are so close to



         22 one another.



         23      Q.     There is also a random assignment group,



         24 correct?



         25      A.     Yep.  Yeah.  Yeah.  That's what I'm

�

                                                                 58







          1 talking about, the two different groups:  one that's



          2 selecting it, and one that's being randomly assigned,



          3 correct.



          4             MS. HAYES:  No further questions.



          5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.



          6             Ms. Gardner?



          7             MS. GARDNER:  We have no questions at this



          8 time.



          9             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



         10             I have just a couple.



         11



         12                     EXAMINATION



         13 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:



         14      Q.     Mr. Meredith, leaving aside the



         15 tiered-rate issue, I believe there was suggestion in



         16 some of the written testimony that with respect to



         17 Option 2, something in the way of a compromise of a



         18 ratio of less than 10-to-1 might be an acceptable



         19 solution, something maybe in the nature of 5-to-1 or



         20 6-to-1 for peak to off-peak pricing.



         21             Would you consider endorsing something



         22 less than 10-to-1 for Option 2?



         23      A.     I think that having a -- something less



         24 than 10-to-1 that was not tiered would be better than



         25 comparing a tiered versus a not-tiered option that are
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          1 very close to one another.



          2             My preference would be the 10-to-1, but I



          3 think the 6-to-1 or a 7-to-1 would also give us useful



          4 information.  I think that having those points sort of



          5 far apart from each other but still providing fairly



          6 robust savings in both options relative to what a



          7 customer can achieve with our present rates, including



          8 our present time-of-use Schedule 2, I think having



          9 those two points far apart from each other will allow



         10 us to be able to draw lines between those and be able



         11 to clearly tell between different variables what the



         12 impacts may be.



         13      Q.     Thank you.



         14             The other parties can speak for themselves



         15 but just for my clarification:  I thought I heard you



         16 say that with respect to the time period that would be



         17 used for the peak and off-peak period, there was no



         18 longer disagreement between the parties.  Did I hear



         19 you correctly?



         20      A.     That's my understanding from reading the



         21 surrebuttal testimony of the different parties.



         22      Q.     Okay.  Well, we'll let them speak, but I



         23 wanted to make sure I understood you.



         24             Finally, to the extent the Commission were



         25 inclined to adopt something like a 10-to-1 or a larger
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          1 ratio for Option 2, are there any measures that the



          2 Company, or specifically you would suggest, that might



          3 be taken to put customers on adequate notice that that



          4 might not be an option that would survive the pilot



          5 program?



          6      A.     Absolutely.  I think we need to be very



          7 straightforward with our customers and educate them



          8 well that this is a pilot.  These aren't necessarily



          9 rates that will continue forever, or even beyond this



         10 pilot period.



         11             We are looking to gather information and



         12 understand the impacts, and then after that point they



         13 may be continued in another form or may not be



         14 continued.



         15      Q.     Do you have any specific recommendations,



         16 such as language, to the tariff?  I realize that I'm



         17 just dropping this on you right now, but do you think



         18 that perhaps further notifications on the tariff or



         19 some other process to notify customers would be



         20 appropriate?



         21      A.     I think the tariff itself spells out that



         22 it's for the pilot period and discusses when it will



         23 end.



         24             Let me find the tariff here -- but it



         25 does -- it does say that it will end at the end of the
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          1 step -- step pilot period.  So I think that having



          2 that and specifically having that addressed in the



          3 customer communications that we send to customers will



          4 be important, that they realize that this is a



          5 program.



          6             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  Thank you.



          7             MR. MEREDITH:  You're welcome.



          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, any



          9 redirect?



         10             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  No redirect.



         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,



         12 Mr. Meredith.



         13             Mr. Solander, do you have any other



         14 witnesses?



         15             MR. SOLANDER:  I do not.  That concludes



         16 the Company's presentation.



         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.



         18             MR. JETTER:  The Division would like to



         19 recall Mr. Robert A. Davis.  I'm not sure if he's -- I



         20 think he hasn't been excused so he's sworn in, but --



         21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Davis, you're still



         22 under oath.



         23             MR. JETTER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.



         24                          *



         25                          *
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          1                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



          2 BY MR. JETTER:



          3      Q.     Earlier in this hearing you provided your



          4 name and occupation for the record so I'm not going to



          5 ask you that again, but I'd like to go through briefly



          6 the testimony you filed in this docket.



          7             Is it correct that you have caused to be



          8 filed in this docket direct, rebuttal, and



          9 surrebuttal, and because of the complexity and



         10 multiple phases of this docket, I'd like to identify



         11 them a little more specifically as PPO Exhibit P3



         12 1.0 direct, PPO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 rebuttal, and



         13 PEO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 surrebuttal.



         14      A.     That's correct.



         15      Q.     And do you have any corrections or changes



         16 you'd like to make to that testimony?



         17      A.     I do not.



         18      Q.     If you were asked the same questions that



         19 are asked in your prefiled testimony that I just



         20 identified today, would your answers remain the same?



         21      A.     They would.



         22      Q.     Thank you.



         23             I'd like to move to enter into the



         24 evidence of this hearing the direct, rebuttal, and



         25 surrebuttal that I've identified previously.
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          1             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.



          2             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.



          3      Q.     Have you prepared a brief statement



          4 summarizing the position of the Division?



          5      A.     I have.



          6      Q.     Please go ahead.



          7      A.     The Division has reviewed the Company's



          8 application for implementation of the electric-vehicle



          9 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined



         10 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this



         11 docket.



         12             In my direct testimony I expressed the



         13 Division's concerns surrounding the Company's proposed



         14 time-of-use option to -- as being similar to its



         15 Proposed Option 1, but only more aggressive.



         16             The Division expressed its concerns about



         17 the possible punitive pricing structure of the



         18 Company's Proposed Option 2, based on the customer's



         19 ability to shift load, other than charging their



         20 electric vehicles to off-peak periods.



         21             Additionally the Division had concerns



         22 that the proposed price guarantee may distort usage



         23 behavior.  In my rebuttal testimony I expressed the



         24 Division's concerns surrounding the proposed rate



         25 designs and varying time periods proposed by the
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          1 Office of Consumer Services.



          2             Similarly I expressed the Division's



          3 concerns surrounding the proposal of Utah Clean



          4 Energy's rate designs using tiered rates and blocking



          5 around a thousand kilowatt hours along with varying



          6 time periods and super off-peak pricing.



          7             In surrebuttal I stated that designing



          8 rates requires balancing several often-opposing or



          9 objectives of principles while trying to address all



         10 the parties' expectations for a program such as the



         11 Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.



         12             Prior to filing testimony, the parties,



         13 including the Division, discussed several potential



         14 rate designs and time periods for the pilot.



         15             The Division has not previously offered



         16 its own rate designs because its rate designs were not



         17 significantly different than the other parties'.



         18 However, in my surrebuttal I offered the Division's



         19 support for the Company's Proposed Option 1, or one of



         20 the options proposed by the Office of Consumer



         21 Services for one of the pilot options.



         22             For the pilot's Option 2, the Division



         23 offered support for Utah Clean Energy's tiered-rate



         24 proposal with a different blocking structure providing



         25 the billing comparison sent a strong enough signal to
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          1 the customer to charge their electric vehicles off



          2 peak.



          3             The Division's underlying expectation for



          4 the electric-vehicle pilot has been defined as two



          5 rate designs that are cost based and potentially could



          6 be used or adapted going forward after the pilot ends.



          7             One of the key points to that is an



          8 attempt to understand electric-vehicle customer



          9 behavior and determine what will incent (sic) those



         10 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak,



         11 and encourage them to use energy more efficiently.



         12             Therefore the Division supports the



         13 Company's time-of-use Option 1 with a two-part on-peak



         14 off-peak pricing structure, and a 3-to-1 ratio as



         15 Option 1 for the pilot.



         16             The Division further supports the



         17 Company's proposed time periods of 3:00 p.m. to



         18 8:00 p.m. for the summer and winter months, with an



         19 additional 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. window during the



         20 winter months excluding weekends and holidays for both



         21 proposed time-of-use rate options.



         22             Since rebuttal testimony, the parties had



         23 several discussions regarding a time-of-use Option 2



         24 proposal that would optimally support the pilot.  The



         25 expectation of the time-of-use rate to incent
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          1 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak



          2 also needs to consider bill impacts that may occur as



          3 a result of the proposed rates combined with the



          4 customer's other energy-use behaviors.



          5             From these discussions, in consideration



          6 of the parties' expectations and Company's proposed



          7 Option 2, the Division supports Utah Clean Energy's



          8 revised four-part tiered-rate design, around 200



          9 kilowatt on peak and 800 kilowatt off peak as an



         10 overall compromise.  Utah Clean Energy's design offers



         11 a similar 3-to-1 on-peak off-peak pricing structure.



         12             The Company's proposed Option 1, while



         13 incenting customers to use energy more efficiently



         14 through the design's tiered blocks.



         15             In consideration the settlement between



         16 the parties for all other issues, the Division



         17 supports the Company's proposed time-of-use Option 1,



         18 the Company's proposed time-of-use periods, and Utah



         19 Clean Energy's proposed rate design for Option 2, as



         20 discussed above.



         21             The Division finds electric-vehicle



         22 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined



         23 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this



         24 docket to be in the public interest, and recommends



         25 approval.
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          1             The Division recommends its approval be



          2 conditional upon the accounting treatment, reporting



          3 requirements, and treatment of OMAG expenses as in the



          4 prior phases of this docket.  Thank you.



          5             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.  And I have no



          6 further questions.  Mr. Davidson is available for



          7 cross-examination.



          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander.



          9             MR. SOLANDER:  No questions.



         10             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?



         11             Ms. Hayes?



         12             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.



         13             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner?



         14             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.



         15



         16                     EXAMINATION



         17 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:



         18      Q.     So Mr. Davis, just to summarize your



         19 testimony so I'm clear, essentially the Division is



         20 endorsing the Company's Option 1 rate, the Company's



         21 proposed time period with respect to peak and off



         22 peak, and supports UCE's revised proposal with respect



         23 to Option 2 rates; is that correct?



         24      A.     That's correct.



         25      Q.     How would you respond to Mr. Meredith's
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          1 concern that the similarity between UCE's proposed



          2 Option 2 rates and the Option 1 rates will undermine



          3 the desired outcome of the pilot period; in other



          4 words, what the Company hopes to learn from conducting



          5 the study?



          6      A.     I think Mr. Meredith has valid points.  I



          7 think in -- to compromise.  There's also some benefits



          8 in studying the tiered rates.



          9             The Division felt, as I mentioned in my



         10 direct testimony, that the 10-to-1 option was a little



         11 bit punitive, and in the case the customers could not



         12 shift some of their other load to off-peak, in



         13 consideration of the price guarantee, my understanding



         14 is is that is after the year's study.  So during the



         15 month there's going to be possibly high bills that



         16 would take place.



         17             So that was part of our consideration in



         18 supporting Utah Clean Energy's option.



         19      Q.     Thank you.



         20             And with respect to any proposal to --



         21 setting aside again the tiered-rate structure -- with



         22 respect to Option 2 -- with respect to any proposal to



         23 adopt something less aggressive than a 10-to-1 ratio,



         24 something between 5-to-1 to 7-to-1 -- would the



         25 Division find that more acceptable than a 10-to-1
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          1 ratio?



          2      A.     Yes.



          3             HEARING OFFICER:  I don't have anything



          4 further.  Thank you, Mr. Davis.



          5             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



          6             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.



          7             MR. SNARR:  Yes.  We'd be happy to call



          8 Cheryl Murray as our witness.



          9             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Murray, you're still



         10 under oath.



         11             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



         12



         13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION



         14 BY MR. SNARR:



         15      Q.     You previously provided your name and



         16 business address and described the testimony that was



         17 submitted as part of this Phase III hearing; is that



         18 correct?



         19      A.     Yes.



         20      Q.     Have you prepared a summary of your



         21 testimony as it relates to the issues that are



         22 remaining to be resolved in this hearing?



         23      A.     Yes, I have.



         24      Q.     Would you present that summary at this



         25 time?
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          1      A.     Yes.



          2             The settlement stipulation resolved the



          3 majority of the issues except for the energy prices to



          4 be used in TOU Rate Option 1 and 2, as well as the



          5 hours to be included in the definition of on and off



          6 peak.  However, in reviewing the surrebuttal testimony



          7 filed by all parties, it is clear that the differences



          8 have been narrowed even further.



          9             For purposes of the pilot study it appears



         10 that all parties now support the Company's definition



         11 of on- and off-peak time periods.  It also appears



         12 that all parties support including the Company's TOU



         13 Rate Option 1.  As stated by Mr. Meredith, the only



         14 remaining difference is the specific design of Rate



         15 Option 2 to study in comparison to existing



         16 residential Rate Schedule 1 and the Company's proposed



         17 TOU Rate Option 1.



         18             As stated in our surrebuttal testimony,



         19 the Office recommends that the Commission order a TOU



         20 pilot that uses the Company's definition of on- and



         21 off-peak periods, the Company's proposal for Rate



         22 Option 1, and a TOU Rate Option 2 with tiers for both



         23 on-peak and off-peak rates.



         24             The Office believes the following



         25 principles comprise the primary objectives for the
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          1 Rate Option 2 design:  maintain approximately the same



          2 differential between on- and off-peak rates for both



          3 Rate Option 1 and Rate Option 2, so that the primary



          4 difference between the two rate designs to be studied



          5 is whether and how having tiered rates impacts changes



          6 in consumption; establishing meaning of the difference



          7 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 for both TOU time periods,



          8 while assuring the Company's revenue requirement would



          9 still be collected; design an appropriate break



         10 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 to create a meaningful rate



         11 design differential.



         12             Tiers should be developed in the context



         13 of the residential average monthly consumption of 700



         14 kilowatt hours with an understanding of how the



         15 additional consumption associated with electric



         16 vehicle charging will impact total consumption.



         17             The Office has reviewed the specific



         18 proposal presented by UCE -- Utah Clean Energy -- in



         19 surrebuttal testimony, and finds it meets the criteria



         20 we articulated, and supports it as a reasonable design



         21 for TOU Rate Option 2.



         22             In our surrebuttal testimony the Office



         23 recommended that the Commission order a short



         24 compliance phase in this proceeding, which would



         25 require the Company to submit specific rates that
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          1 would comply with the concept the Commission



          2 determines are in the public interest.



          3             If the Commission accepts Utah Clean



          4 Energy's proposal, the Office continues to recommend



          5 the Commission order a compliance filing by the



          6 Company so that all parties have an opportunity to



          7 review the proposal, and the rates and bill impacts



          8 can be verified.



          9             The Commission should also allow comments



         10 and reply comments on such a compliance filing, so



         11 that the Commission can ensure that the rates meet the



         12 Commission's objectives.



         13      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?



         14      A.     It does.



         15             MR. SNARR:  We would tender Ms. Murray for



         16 cross-examination.



         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?



         18             MR. SOLANDER:  Nothing.



         19             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter?



         20             MR. JETTER:  No questions.



         21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?



         22             MR. MECHAM:  Nothing, thank you.



         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes.



         24             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.



         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.
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          1             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.



          2



          3                     EXAMINATION



          4 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:



          5      Q.     Ms. Murray, just so I'm clear:



          6 Essentially, then, you concur with the Division in all



          7 of the recommendations as to what the Commission



          8 should do with respect to the proposal, right?



          9      A.     Regard- -- regarding the rates, yes.



         10      Q.     Regarding the rates.



         11             So specifically -- on board with the



         12 Company's proposed on- and off-peak time periods,



         13 support the Company's Option 1, and support UCE's



         14 proposal with respect to Option 2?



         15      A.     That's correct.



         16      Q.     Okay.  And do you have anything you would



         17 like to add with respect to Mr. Meredith's concern



         18 that having the Option 2 rates be so similar to the



         19 Option 1 rates, will undermine the efficacy of the



         20 study?



         21      A.     Well, we think it is reasonable to have



         22 those two options available.  I would note in -- and I



         23 know Mr. Meredith has said that he's not sure that we



         24 will be able to observe what effect it has on



         25 conservation -- but in the Rocky Mountain Institute
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          1 report, it does comment that there isn't much study on



          2 how conservation is affected by time-of-use rates.



          3             And so we think that tiers within it would



          4 have -- give us an opportunity to look at those



          5 things, and we also believe that a compliance filing



          6 at some point will be -- we can be -- can be used to



          7 tweak rates, if we feel that that's necessary.



          8      Q.     And Mr. Davis expects -- expressed some



          9 concern that customers who elect Option 2 under the



         10 Company's proposal might experience some sticker shock



         11 when their bill arrives, that won't be remedied until



         12 the end of the year.  Does the Office care to comment



         13 with respect to that observation?



         14      A.     Well -- (Pause)



         15            HEARING OFFICER:  Ready?  Go ahead,



         16 Ms. Murray.



         17             MS. MURRAY:  I guess I would have two



         18 observations regarding that.  First, in the



         19 available-to-select group -- so people who are



         20 self-selecting an option -- they do have one



         21 opportunity during the year to -- under the Company's



         22 proposal if it were accepted, they have an opportunity



         23 one time to move to a different rate; and under the



         24 randomly-assigned group where the load research



         25 study -- there is the 110 percent guarantee, so they
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          1 are -- over the course of a year, their total rate



          2 would not be higher than 10 percent of what it would



          3 be under Residential Schedule 1.  However, month by



          4 month they would see that sticker shock.



          5             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  I have



          6 nothing else.  Thank you, Ms. Murray.



          7             Mr. Mecham, do you have testimony to



          8 present during this -- this phase of the Phase III



          9 hearing?



         10             MR. MECHAM:  I do not.  Thank you.



         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



         12             Ms. Hayes.



         13             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy



         14 will call Ms. Wright, but I'm wondering if we could



         15 take a five-minute recess so I could refill my water,



         16 and --



         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Two things:  Mr. Snarr,



         18 I didn't ask if you had another witness -- I assumed



         19 you didn't, but if you do I should allow you the



         20 opportunity to call him or her.



         21             MR. SNARR:  We have no other witnesses



         22 other than the ones we've identified, and with respect



         23 to Mr. Thomas, who only addressed the stipulation, I



         24 think we've excused him, and we have nothing more.



         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Does

�

                                                                 76







          1 anyone object to having a five-minute break?



          2             Okay.  We'll be in recess until 10:30.



          3 Thanks.



          4            (There was a break taken.)



          5             HEARING OFFICER:  We're back on the



          6 record.  Ms. Hayes.



          7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.



          8             Utah Clean Energy will now call Ms. Sarah



          9 Wright.  And she will need to be sworn.



         10



         11                     SARAH WRIGHT,



         12     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,



         13        was examined and testified as follows:



         14



         15            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



         16



         17                     EXAMINATION



         18 BY MS. HAYES:



         19      Q.     Ms. Wright, please state your name and



         20 title for the record.



         21      A.     My name is Sarah Wright.  I'm the



         22 executive director of Utah Clean Energy.



         23      Q.     In Phase III of this docket, did you file



         24 direct testimony along with one exhibit on April 6th,



         25 2017?
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          1      A.     Yes, I did.



          2      Q.     And did you file rebuttal testimony on



          3 April 27th, 2017?



          4      A.     Yes.



          5      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony on



          6 May 16th, 2017?



          7      A.     Yes, I did.



          8      Q.     Do you have any corrections to make to any



          9 of your testimony?



         10      A.     Yes, I do.



         11      Q.     Go ahead.



         12      A.     The first correction that I would like to



         13 make is to my rebuttal testimony.  It is mislabeled as



         14 "Direct Testimony" on the cover page and on the page



         15 headers.  These should be corrected to read



         16 "Rebuttal," rather than "Direct."



         17             Likewise, turning to my surrebuttal



         18 testimony, my surrebuttal testimony is labeled



         19 "Rebuttal Testimony" in the docket number block.



         20             Finally, please turn to Page 7 of my



         21 surrebuttal testimony.  At Line 110, the Number 4



         22 should be replaced with -- by 3.7.  The sentence



         23 should read,



         24             "The differential between the second



         25             on-peak tier and the first off-peak
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          1             tier is 3.7 to one."



          2      Q.     Do you have any other corrections to make?



          3      A.     No.



          4      Q.     So if I ask you the same questions as set



          5 forth in your testimony, would your answers be the



          6 same?



          7      A.     Yes, they would.



          8      Q.     Mr. Meredith provided an exhibit with his



          9 surrebuttal testimony that provided a table of



         10 parties' positions.  Given that positions have been



         11 clarified through the course of this docket, do you



         12 have any edits to make to that table with regard to



         13 Utah Clean Energy's positions?



         14      A.     Yes.



         15      Q.     With regard to the first issue whether one



         16 of the time-of-use rates should include tiers, is



         17 Mr. Meredith's summary correct?



         18      A.     Yes, Utah Clean Energy recommends that one



         19 of the rate options should include inclining block



         20 tiers.



         21      Q.     With regard to the second issue -- that



         22 is, what should the differential be between on- and



         23 off-peak energy prices, what is Utah Clean Energy's



         24 position?



         25      A.     Utah Clean Energy recommends that the
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          1 Commission adopt the Company's first option, which has



          2 a differential of 3 to 1, and UCE's tiered option



          3 which is roughly a 3 to one differential.



          4             Oh, sorry, I didn't -- between tiers.  And



          5 the differential between on-peak second tier and the



          6 off-peak first tier is 3.7 to one.



          7      Q.     And then with regard to the third issue in



          8 Mr. Meredith's table regarding the on-peak and



          9 off-peak time periods, what is Utah Clean Energy's



         10 position?



         11      A.     Well, we still have questions about the



         12 cost basis of these time periods.  For the purposes of



         13 this pilot we accept the time periods proposed by the



         14 Company.



         15      Q.     And then with regard to the final issue in



         16 the table regarding the super off-peak period, what is



         17 Utah Clean Energy's position?



         18      A.     Mr. Meredith is correct.  Utah Clean



         19 Energy has decided not to advocate for a super



         20 off-peak period at this time.



         21      Q.     Having provided these clarifications, do



         22 you have a summary of your testimony to present to the



         23 Commission?



         24      A.     Yes.



         25      Q.     Please proceed.
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          1      A.     First off I would like to thank the



          2 Commission and all parties for investigating and



          3 working on the time-of-use rate design pilot.



          4             Utah Clean Energy strongly supports a



          5 transition to electric vehicles.  However, as the



          6 penetrations of electric vehicles increases, it will



          7 be critical to both to -- to both continue to



          8 accelerate more efficient use of electricity, and



          9 encourage customers to charge their vehicles during



         10 off-peak times.



         11             These two parameters, being as efficient



         12 as possible and shifting consumption to off peak, will



         13 put downward pressure on rates over the long term for



         14 the benefit of all ratepayers.



         15             Throughout this docket we worked with



         16 parties to find as much common ground as possible, and



         17 through review of parties' filed testimony, Utah Clean



         18 Energy was persuaded that it would be useful in the



         19 pilot to study two similar time-of-use rates, one with



         20 inclining block rates and one without.



         21             Because electric-vehicle adoption has the



         22 potential to increase load overall, it is important to



         23 consider the signals for efficiency embedded in



         24 time-of-use rates.



         25             Self-evaluating a tiered-rate time-of-use
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          1 option will help us evaluate the impact of the



          2 combination of time-of-use and inclining block rates



          3 on both conservation and shifting usage to off-peak



          4 times relative to a non time-of-use rate option.



          5             Utah Clean Energy worked in consultation



          6 with the Office of Consumer Services and the Division



          7 of Public Utilities to develop a tiered-rate option to



          8 align closely with Rocky Mountain's Rate Option 1.



          9             Using the Company's worksheets we designed



         10 this rate option with the following objectives:



         11 maintain approximately the same differential between



         12 on and off peak, as was used in Rocky Mountain's Rate



         13 Option 1; provide a meaningful differential between



         14 Tier 1 and 2 to send signals to conserve; and also to



         15 provide savings for EV owners, and to reduce the



         16 disparity of bill impacts across residential energy



         17 usage levels that exist in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate



         18 Option 1 and their Rate Option 2.



         19             Some parties had concerns about the



         20 complexity of layering time-of-use rates and inclining



         21 block rates; however, Utah ratepayers have had



         22 inclining block rate pricing for over 15 years, and



         23 our proposal merely layers time-of-use pricing onto



         24 tiered pricing that customers are already well



         25 accustomed to and familiar with.
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          1             Some parties had concern that a 3-to-1



          2 differential between on- and off-peak pricing would



          3 not be sufficient to send signals to shift load to off



          4 peak.



          5             It's important to note that we're not --



          6 these rates are not designed to tell people not to



          7 cook at a certain time during peak.  These are --



          8 electric vehicles are technology-enabled.  That means



          9 they can be programmed to charge during off-peak



         10 periods.



         11             If a customer knows that they'll pay three



         12 to four times more to fuel their vehicle when they get



         13 home from work, they will set their car to start



         14 charging in the off-peak period.  It's not that they



         15 have to go out and tell it to do it right at that



         16 time; they have to program it, and the car will just



         17 do that.



         18             Parties also expressed concerns that



         19 tiered rates would discourage EV adoption, but my



         20 analysis shows that it will still cost less than $30



         21 per month for an EV customer to charge their vehicle



         22 under UCE's proposal, even charging at the second tier



         23 off-peak rate, even if the charging is all done at the



         24 second off-peak rate.



         25             Further, if there's a desire to tweak the

�

                                                                 83







          1 tier such that there's a larger differential, if we



          2 keep the second tier below the current first tier of



          3 8.8 cents, customers will definitely save as compared



          4 to their current rates.



          5             Option 2 treats all usage levels of



          6 customers equitably, and still provides significant



          7 savings opportunities for electric-vehicle owners who



          8 charge off peak.  And with regard to the Company's



          9 proposed Rate Option 2, we are very concerned about



         10 the extreme 10-to-1 differential or even a 5- to



         11 6-to-1 differential between the off- and on-peak



         12 prices.



         13             Because of the price signals that this



         14 very low rate during all off peak hours of the day



         15 including weekends, during all off-peak hours of the



         16 day, including weekends and holidays, electricity



         17 would be billed at an extremely low rate.  In the case



         18 of the 10-to-1 differential, it would be 3.4 cents.



         19             These off-peak hours constitute 85 percent



         20 of the summer hours, and 80 percent of the winter



         21 hours.  This extremely cheap electricity could lead to



         22 inefficient and wasteful use of electricity, but in



         23 the long run could lead to costly system investments



         24 and rate increases that could have been avoided.



         25             In summary, Utah Clean Energy recommends
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          1 that the Commission reject the Company's Rate



          2 Option 2, and replace it with Utah Clean Energy's



          3 tiered Rate Option 2, as the two time-of-use rate



          4 options to implement and study during this time-of-use



          5 pilot program.



          6             We further recommend that the Commission



          7 order a compliance phase of this proceeding in order



          8 for the Company to verify that -- rates and bill



          9 impacts for Rate Option 2.



         10             Finally, electric vehicles and



         11 conservation can co-exist.  That is what we are trying



         12 to test in this pilot.  If parties feel that the rate



         13 options in our two tiers are too similar, we could



         14 easily tweak those tiers in the compliance filing.



         15             What we are trying to avoid in our



         16 proposal -- in the compliance filing that we



         17 recommended --



         18             What we are trying to avoid in our



         19 proposal is ratepayer impact, both by encouraging



         20 electric-vehicle owners to shift charging to off-peak



         21 periods and to also reducing load overall, both of



         22 which put downward pressure on rates.



         23             Thank you.  That concludes my testimony.



         24             MS. HAYES:  Utah Clean Energy will first



         25 move the admission of the direct, rebuttal, and
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          1 surrebuttal of testimony of Sarah Wright, then make



          2 her available for cross-examination.



          3             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.



          4             Mr. Solander.



          5             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.



          6



          7                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



          8 BY MR. SOLANDER:



          9      Q.     Could you turn to Page 9 of your



         10 surrebuttal testimony?



         11      A.     I'm there.



         12      Q.     Thank you.



         13             On Line 37 you're referencing the



         14 off-peak --



         15      A.     Wait, I must be -- oh.  I probably have



         16 bad labels.  On 9 of my surrebuttal?



         17      Q.     Yes, starting at Line 137.



         18      A.     Okay.  I thought you used a different line



         19 number.



         20      Q.     You're referencing the off-peak rate of



         21 3.4 cents, and you say,



         22             "Such a low rate for the majority of



         23             hours could lead to customer



         24             decisions to invest in more



         25             electricity-consuming devices and use
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          1             more electricity at economically



          2             inefficient and unsustainable



          3             levels"; is that right?



          4      A.     Yes, that's true.



          5      Q.     Does electricity a consumer uses in a



          6 month, after the 800-kilowatt hour, cost the Company



          7 more to produce?



          8      A.     When we implemented tiered rates back in



          9 2001, we looked at a number of factors, including the



         10 marginal cost of new resources; so if new resources



         11 are added, then it does impact rates.



         12      Q.     That's not what I asked.



         13             I said:  Does the electricity a consumer



         14 uses in a one-month period, after an arbitrary amount,



         15 cost the Company more to produce?



         16      A.     In the short-term, I can't speak to that.



         17 It depends on if you have to go to the market and



         18 what's happening with the market at that time.



         19      Q.     But in fact, if the electricity is used



         20 off peak, it would cost the Company significantly less



         21 to produce, would it not?



         22      A.     It would cost them less, then, yes.



         23      Q.     Yes.  And that's regardless of how much



         24 the customer has already used that month?



         25      A.     In the short-term.  If markets are -- have
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          1 availability.



          2      Q.     Okay.  But isn't it true, then, that if



          3 the -- that the off-peak use prices are covering the



          4 variable cost of energy as the Company proposes,



          5 right?



          6      A.     According to your worksheets.  I cannot --



          7 I can't speak to them.



          8      Q.     And would you agree, though, that off-peak



          9 consumption is not contributing to the need for



         10 investment in new generation?



         11      A.     Well, think back to our electric home rate



         12 that we had years ago.  In the long run you encourage



         13 people to build electric homes and offered them



         14 cheaper rates, and then we had to raise those rates.



         15 So you have to think of short term and long term.



         16      Q.     But isn't it true that if we're covering



         17 the variable cost of energy, and off-peak consumption



         18 is not contributing to the need for investment in new



         19 generation, and by definition that off-peak usage is



         20 not economically inefficient?



         21      A.     So you can't say that if we build off-peak



         22 load, that you won't have to build, invest -- make new



         23 investments going forward, and that's what we're



         24 trying to balance:  long-term and short-term costs.



         25      Q.     Your proposal isn't based on cost-based

�

                                                                 88







          1 rate-making, principles, though, is it?



          2      A.     We used your worksheets and -- to develop



          3 cost, to meet your cost of service.  Maybe what you're



          4 saying is that your current rates base aren't -- you



          5 know, we used your worksheet to develop this proposal.



          6      Q.     Does tiered pricing have any basis in



          7 cost-rate-based rate making?



          8      A.     Well, we -- the idea is that you consider



          9 tiered rates, you consider the marginal cost of new



         10 investments, and you balance that over time.



         11             I remember I was on the stand in one case



         12 where someone -- where it was --



         13             If everyone used the lower amount of



         14 energy, costs would be cheaper over the long run,



         15 because you wouldn't have to build new investments.



         16      Q.     So is that the same as a "No"?



         17      A.     No, it isn't.  Ask me again and I'll try



         18 to answer more clearly.



         19      Q.     Your pricing proposal with the tiered



         20 rates is not based on cost-based rate-making



         21 principles, is it?



         22      A.     I used your spreadsheet and balanced the



         23 cost through the tiers, so then are your current rates



         24 not based on cost-based principles?



         25      Q.     Do you want me to put Mr. Meredith back on
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          1 the stand?



          2      A.     I mean I'm using your -- I can't answer



          3 that question.  I used your spreadsheets --



          4      Q.     Okay.



          5      A.     -- to calculate these rates --



          6      Q.     Let me ask you another question, then.



          7      A.     -- so that you collected your cost of



          8 service.



          9      Q.     Wouldn't it be useful if, using the



         10 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company -- wouldn't



         11 it be useful to determine if usage was increased



         12 during the off-peak period in order to determine if it



         13 is economically inefficient?



         14      A.     Please ask that again.



         15      Q.     Wouldn't it be useful to test whether the



         16 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company would result



         17 in higher usage during the off-peak period in order to



         18 determine if that usage is economically inefficient?



         19      A.     I can't answer that question.



         20      Q.     So in your testimony -- and I think in



         21 your summary, you also stated that we're only layering



         22 the pricing on to the tiered rates that the customer



         23 is already well accustomed with -- or accustomed to



         24 and familiar with.  Is that a fair summary?



         25      A.     Yes, on to tiered rates.  Not the exact
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          1 rates, but yes, on to tiered rates.



          2      Q.     Have you done any studies on how well



          3 customers are, quote, accustomed to and familiar with



          4 tiered pricing?



          5      A.     I'm not sure how much you could speak to



          6 that, but I know customers that understand that the



          7 more you use the more you pay.



          8      Q.     Have you presented any evidence that the



          9 average customer is aware how tier pricing affects



         10 their bill?



         11      A.     No, I have not.



         12      Q.     Do you believe that any decrease in rates



         13 is not in the public interest?



         14      A.     No, I propose a decrease in rates.



         15      Q.     If cost decrease or lowers in certain



         16 periods, do you agree that those savings should be



         17 passed on to customers?



         18      A.     If you file a rate case.  If we are saving



         19 money, then they would be passed on to customers.



         20      Q.     On Page 12 of your testimony you state



         21 that --



         22      A.     On surrebuttal?



         23      Q.     I'm sorry, yes.  Surrebuttal.  Line 182.



         24      A.     Okay.



         25      Q.     "EV owners will save money on a TOU
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          1             tiered rate if they charge off peak."



          2      A.     Yes.



          3      Q.     And is that comparing the savings to a gas



          4 vehicle?



          5      A.     To a gas vehicle or to your current rates.



          6      Q.     But they would not save as much when



          7 compared to the Company's proposed rates; is that



          8 correct?



          9      A.     A difference of four dollars.  You know,



         10 electric-vehicle owners already know that they save



         11 money with electricity as compared to gas, so yes,



         12 there's a difference of four dollars.



         13             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  That concludes



         14 my questions.



         15             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter, anything?



         16             MR. JETTER:  I have no questions.  Thank



         17 you.



         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.



         19             MR. SNARR:  I have no questions.



         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?



         21             MR. MECHAM:  Nor do I.



         22             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.



         23             MS. GARDNER:  Yes, we do have a few



         24 questions for Ms. Wright.



         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.
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          1                  CROSS-EXAMINATION



          2 BY MS. GARDNER:



          3      Q.     Ms. Wright, do you agree that adding



          4 tiered rates to a time-of-use rate designed for this



          5 pilot has the effect of confusing customers?



          6      A.     I agree that it's -- it adds a new



          7 communication element that will be necessary, yes.



          8      Q.     And I believe you said in your testimony



          9 and today, that customers are used to tiered rates; is



         10 that correct?



         11      A.     Yes, we've had them since about 2001.



         12      Q.     Is it fair to say that electric-vehicle



         13 customers are not used to tiered rates plus



         14 time-of-use rates?



         15      A.     Yes.



         16      Q.     And the idea of a time-of-use rate for



         17 purposes of this pilot, as we've heard from the



         18 Company, is to incent charging during off-peak hours,



         19 correct?



         20      A.     Yes.  And if you're paying three or more



         21 times more, I think that would, regardless if you have



         22 tiers, encourage people to charge off peak.



         23      Q.     But the idea of the time-of-use pilot is



         24 to encourage this off-peak charging?



         25      A.     Well, when you do rate design there's --
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          1 you're always balancing different objectives, and then



          2 you can look upon price principles.  One of them is



          3 conservation, so we looked at trying to balance all



          4 the principles for rate design, including



          5 conservation, and we think that having -- it will



          6 encourage people to charge off peak, and we'll be able



          7 to study not just the impacts of the tiered rate, but



          8 also communication.  How do you communicate that?



          9      Q.     Okay.  Let me try this another way:  Would



         10 you agree that one of the stated purposes of using a



         11 time-of-use rate for this pilot is to encourage EV



         12 owners to charge during off-peak periods?



         13      A.     Yes, I stated that.



         14      Q.     Okay.  And because they pay less to use



         15 energy --



         16             Well, and the reason why they're charging



         17 during these off-peak periods is because they're



         18 actually charged less to do so during those times,



         19 correct?



         20      A.     Or dramatically more if they don't, yes.



         21      Q.     But if they're charging off peak, they are



         22 paying less, in fact, than they were on peak, correct?



         23      A.     Yes, that's correct.



         24      Q.     Okay.  And this, in turn as we've heard



         25 from the Company, helps the Company avoid or delay
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          1 costly investments and infrastructure over time,



          2 correct?



          3      A.     Yes.  Both conservation and shifting peak



          4 avoid avest- -- investments.



          5      Q.     But what we've heard from the Company



          6 today specifically, is that a time-of-use rate can



          7 help them avoid these costly investments by shifting



          8 use to off-peak times, correct?



          9      A.     Yes, I would agree.  That's one principle.



         10      Q.     Okay.  And the idea of a tiered rate, as



         11 you stated today on the stand, is that you actually



         12 pay more for the energy you use, correct?



         13      A.     Yes.



         14      Q.     But under your proposal, even if an EV



         15 owner is following the time-of-use guidelines as laid



         16 out by the Company, they will in fact pay more, if



         17 they hit your top tier, correct?



         18      A.     Yes.  But they'll pay less than they



         19 currently pay than -- under the current rates.



         20      Q.     And when you say what they currently pay,



         21 are you referring to the current tiered rates that we



         22 have in place today for residential customers?



         23      A.     Yes.  And they'll even pay less than the



         24 first tier of our current rates.



         25      Q.     Okay.  But under your proposed combination
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          1 rates -- sort like a hybrid rate, right, where we have



          2 a time-of-use plus a tiered rate -- if an EV owner is



          3 following sort of the guidelines of the time-of-use



          4 pilot and they're actually charging off peak when



          5 energy is cheaper, if they hit your top tier they will



          6 pay more?



          7      A.     Yeah, they'll pay maybe four dollars more.



          8      Q.     Would you agree that that could possibly



          9 create a disincentive for certain EV owners to be



         10 charging --



         11      A.     No, I definitely would disagree.  I mean



         12 they're saving significantly from a gasoline vehicle,



         13 and I don't think that four dollars a month, if you're



         14 saving $50 on gasoline, would discourage people from



         15 an electric vehicle, no.



         16      Q.     Do you feel at a minimum, though, it could



         17 create confusing messages to an EV owner?



         18      A.     No.  I mean it's pretty simple:  You pay



         19 more when you charge on peak, and you save more, the



         20 more you conserve in all hours.



         21      Q.     Okay.  However -- I -- actually I'm still



         22 having a hard time understanding how this creates a



         23 very clear incentive to an EV owner who is vigilant



         24 about charging their car during off-peak hours and is



         25 wanting to save money; because if they are in fact
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          1 using a lot of energy, under your tiered rate, it



          2 doesn't really matter if they're charging off rate,



          3 correct; they'll still be dinged for that?



          4      A.     I don't call that a ding; I call that



          5 smart ratemaking.



          6      Q.     But do you agree that they'll pay more?



          7      A.     I have told you like six times they'll pay



          8 four dollars more.



          9      Q.     I appreciate your patience but this is all



         10 a part of getting the answers correct for our record.



         11      A.     Good, I'm glad.



         12             MS. GARDNER:  I think with that, I think



         13 I've clarified my questions and answers with



         14 Ms. Wright.



         15             I appreciate your time.  Thank you.



         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Gardner.



         17             Anything else, Ms. Hayes?



         18             MR. HALSO:  (By telephone)  This is Joe



         19 Halso of the Sierra Club.  Can you hear me?



         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.



         21             MR. HALSO:  I have no questions for this



         22 witness, your Honor, and don't expect to have any



         23 during this hearing, but I did want to seize this



         24 moment to make note that I'm present on the line and



         25 outside of today's hearing, so thank you for your
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          1 indulgence in letting me participate.



          2             HEARING OFFICER:  You're certainly welcome



          3 to be here, Mr. Halso.  So you wish to officially



          4 enter an appearance, then?



          5             Mr. Halso?



          6             MR. HALSO:  Can you hear me?



          7             HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.



          8             MR. HALSO:  Yes, I do.  Also on behalf of



          9 the Sierra Club located at 1536 Wynkoop Street,



         10 Suite 312 in Denver, Colorado 80202.



         11             REPORTER:  Would you please spell your



         12 name.



         13             MR. HALSO:  Yes.  The first name is Joe,



         14 J-o-e, and Halso, H-a-l-s-o.



         15             HEARING OFFICER:  And Mr. Halso, we're



         16 nearing the conclusion, I think, of testimony today,



         17 and you haven't had an opportunity to examine any



         18 witnesses.  I imagine there would be some rather



         19 vigorous objection if we re-hash material, but we



         20 should discuss it if there's a desire.



         21             Are you comfortable with us proceeding



         22 from this point forward without recalling any



         23 witnesses?



         24             MR. HALSO:  Yes, I am, your Honor.



         25             I've been listening in since the outset
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          1 and found an opportunity to just jump in.  And the



          2 only thing I would offer is that I would be happy to



          3 make a statement on behalf of the Sierra Club with



          4 respect to the stipulation and partial settlement,



          5 which we did join, although I know that window has



          6 passed.



          7             But I don't have any questions for



          8 witnesses, and we do not have witnesses to offer



          9 today.



         10             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,



         11 Mr. Halso.



         12             Ms. Hayes, I'm sorry.  Did you say there



         13 was nothing else?



         14             MS. HAYES:  Just a momentary redirect



         15 if --



         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.



         17             MS. HAYES:  -- that's all right.



         18



         19                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION



         20 BY MS. HAYES:



         21      Q.     Ms. Wright, you mentioned at one point



         22 about balancing objectives and rate design, and



         23 Mr. Solander asked some questions about energy costs.



         24 Is cost causation the only rate-making principle?



         25      A.     No, it is one of the rate-making
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          1 principles that you need to balance.



          2             MS. HAYES:  No further questions.



          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          4             Ms. Wright, I just have a couple.



          5



          6                     EXAMINATION



          7 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:



          8      Q.     So just to clarify, if I understand your



          9 testimony today, is it fair -- is it a fair summary



         10 that the -- pardon me, that UCE's primary concern with



         11 respect to the Company's proposed Option 2 is that it



         12 could create a situation where some customers could



         13 enjoy a windfall?



         14      A.     I would say our primary concern -- and if



         15 you remember our direct testimony is that we want to



         16 test tiered rates, and so that's very important.  And



         17 I think with the tiered-rate Option 2, for customers



         18 that can move their energy use off peak, I don't know



         19 if it's a windfall, but they may make investments that



         20 are not prudent, and if --



         21             I don't know if you were here, but back in



         22 2001 or before then, when we had incentives for



         23 electric homes, people made investments based on a



         24 rate structure that was not tenable for the long term.



         25             And so we want to make sure that we're
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          1 sending signals to make smart decisions, not only



          2 today, but for the long term; and that's why we think



          3 the conservation principle needs to be balanced with



          4 the incentive -- with rates to also incent electric



          5 vehicles in charging off peak.



          6      Q.     Does the status of this proposal, as a



          7 pilot program that will presumably be limited in



          8 duration, alleviate your concerns at all?



          9      A.     Well, that's why we think we should be



         10 testing a tiered rate, because it is a pilot program.



         11 How do you message it?  What do you need to do?  Can



         12 we see savings?  That's why it makes sense.



         13             And some of the studies -- and Ms. Murray



         14 mentioned that, you know -- the Rocky Mountain



         15 Institute Report suggests that we need to study



         16 conservation signals in time-of-use rate pricing.



         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,



         18 Ms. Wright.  I have nothing else.



         19             MS. WRIGHT:  Thank you.



         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes, no other



         21 witnesses?



         22             MS. HAYES:  No other witnesses.  Thank



         23 you.



         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.



         25             MS. GARDNER:  WRA calls Mr. Kenneth L.
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          1 Wilson to the stand.



          2             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Wilson, you're still



          3 under oath.



          4             MR. WILSON:  Yes, sir.



          5



          6                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION



          7 BY MS. GARDNER:



          8      Q.     Mr. Wilson, have you prepared a brief



          9 summary of your testimony today?



         10      A.     Yes.  Yes.



         11      Q.     Will you please go ahead and provide that



         12 summary to this Commission?



         13      A.     Yes.  Thank you.



         14             So electric vehicles are coming; they are



         15 being slowly adopted now but we believe that this will



         16 increase over time, and we encourage that.  We think



         17 that's a very good idea for many many reasons that I



         18 won't go into.  But as an engineer I'm concerned about



         19 the impact that will have on the utility -- their



         20 generation fleet, their distribution, their



         21 transmission -- and that's why we really want to



         22 encourage smart charging of these vehicles at off-peak



         23 hours.



         24             And this pilot is an excellent way to see



         25 how customers will change their charging behavior
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          1 based on time-of-use rates.  And so we are very



          2 encouraged that this pilot is going to be conducted,



          3 and our sole objective is to make sure that the pilot



          4 comes up with results that are statistically



          5 significant, and can be used in future rate cases to



          6 inform the Commission about how they might want to



          7 design rates for everybody in the future.



          8             With that in mind, I won't -- I had some



          9 more preamble that I was going to do but I don't think



         10 that I need to do that.



         11             I think I'll focus on kind of the issue



         12 that we're trying to grapple with here, which is



         13 whether to go with what I call a clean time-of-use for



         14 Option 1 and Option 2, as proposed by Rocky Mountain



         15 Power, or whether to layer in a tiered-rate structure



         16 on to one of those options.



         17             And I guess what I would like to say



         18 primarily about that -- and I think Mr. Meredith in



         19 his summary gave a pretty good explanation of his



         20 concern -- but I wanted to say that I have been



         21 involved in similar studies for almost 40 years.



         22             I was at Bell Labs for 18 years, and



         23 principally in the network performance group, and we



         24 actually did a lot of studies that looked at how



         25 customers reacted to various issues in the
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          1 telecommunications network -- and while it's not



          2 exactly the same as energy, the statistical properties



          3 of the study are very similar -- and I had Ph.D.



          4 statisticians working for me helping to design studies



          5 of various types.



          6             So my concern is that we come up with a



          7 very statistically-valid study.  And this type of



          8 study, to the best my knowledge, has not been done in



          9 any other state, so we really have a golden



         10 opportunity, not only to show something to the whole



         11 nation, but also specifically to see what happens in



         12 Utah, when electric-vehicle owners have the



         13 opportunity to use different rates.



         14             And what we want is really to get some



         15 results that we can make very valid conclusions



         16 against, and you heard Mr. Meredith express his



         17 concerns.



         18             I was pointed to one section of my



         19 surrebuttal to -- by the Division.  In that



         20 surrebuttal I presented a graph that was in a Rocky



         21 Mountain Institute study, and there are several things



         22 that we can kind of see in that, and based on that



         23 graph I said, "Well, maybe they'll address some



         24 concerns."



         25             We could lower the 10-to-1 ratio a little
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          1 bit and still get significant results, and I still



          2 think that's true.  Either 7-to-1 or 6-to-1 would



          3 probably be a good place to end up, though the 10-to-1



          4 will certainly get us to a point.



          5             The real issue here is that we need two



          6 points, so we can make some conclusions about if you



          7 drew a line between those points, where would it --



          8 what would it look like on a similar graph to the one



          9 that I presented?



         10             And my concern is that if we only have one



         11 clean time-of-use point to put on a graph, it's kind



         12 of out in space.  We need a second point that is the



         13 same except for the ratio, in order to really see



         14 what's happening when we move to -- from what I call a



         15 moderate 3-to-1 to a more aggressive 10-to-1, or



         16 something a little smaller.  And I think that's very



         17 important; otherwise I'm afraid we won't be able to



         18 make as conclusive statements as we could with the



         19 cleaner proposal.



         20             The other issue I wanted to touch on is



         21 the issue of confusion of customers.  And I recently



         22 testified in two rate cases in Arizona -- one for



         23 Tucson Electric Unisource, and the other for Arizona



         24 Public Service -- and there was a great deal of



         25 concern -- these were general rate cases, not pilot
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          1 projects -- but there was a tremendous amount of



          2 discussion about time-of-use rates, and there are some



          3 big pilots that have been going on there with



          4 time-of-use rates for some time, and no one was really



          5 advocating to layer on tiers into those time-of-use



          6 rates.



          7             And their concern was communication to the



          8 customer and the customer's understanding of what



          9 happens when you get multiple variables going on with



         10 their bill.



         11             And I think that's particularly important



         12 with this pilot with customers who have new electric



         13 vehicles.  We want them to use those vehicles without



         14 having something in their head saying, "Oh, I know



         15 that if I charge more and use it more, it will cost a



         16 little more."  And that concerns me.



         17             While I don't have absolute statistics to



         18 back that up, it's got to be something of a



         19 psychological issue to a customer.  They go in the



         20 garage, they have an electric vehicle and a gasoline



         21 vehicle, "Which do I use?"  And if I know that it



         22 costs a little more to charge more and use more with



         23 the electric vehicle, that could impact what I do.



         24             So I think the confusion issue is a big



         25 one that we should avoid for the pilot.
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          1             When we get to a general rate case,



          2 eventually, here, I think then we will need to very



          3 carefully -- very carefully look at all of these



          4 issues, and see what makes sense for all customers.



          5             I doubt that there will be any appetite



          6 for a separate rate class for electric-vehicle owners,



          7 though that could happen.  But if someone could switch



          8 rate classes by buying an electric vehicle, you don't



          9 want to create some gaming there.  And I'm afraid if



         10 you had separate rate classes that could happen.



         11             I think that -- I mean the idea of



         12 time-of-use rates with tiered rates is an interesting



         13 one, and if we had more -- more money for this study,



         14 I would recommend that we do essentially what Rocky



         15 Mountain Power is proposing, and also have two sets of



         16 customers that were on time-of-use with tiered rates.



         17 Then we would get two sets for each of those types of



         18 rates, and then we could do some very good



         19 comparisons.



         20             But given that we have limited funds and



         21 we don't want to overspend the budget, I think it's



         22 much more prudent to select one of those types of rate



         23 structures and not try to mix and match.  I think if



         24 we mix and match we will have problems when we try to



         25 analyze this.
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          1             So I believe that's all I would say in



          2 summary.  Thank you.



          3      Q.     Mr. Wilson, I am going to ask you just one



          4 quick follow-up question.



          5             We have had two witnesses today,



          6 Ms. Murray with the Office and Ms. Wright with the



          7 Utah Clean Energy, reference your Attachment A to this



          8 most recent exhibit -- I believe it was WRA



          9 Exhibit 4.0 -- and that would be the Rocky Mountain --



         10 I'm sorry, the Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and



         11 they mention that in that report that -- that there



         12 are some concerns regarding potential conservation



         13 impacts from time-of-use rates.



         14             Ms. Wright says that -- suggests that we



         15 need to better understand conservation price signals



         16 included in these rates, and this is included in that



         17 report.  Can you address the concerns that were raised



         18 by both of these witnesses today?



         19      A.     Yes.



         20             I mean it is a very good question as to



         21 how the best design rates for electric-vehicle



         22 users -- and one day we may be going back to



         23 advocating for heating with electricity instead of



         24 natural gas, but without a larger study -- meaning



         25 more -- more groups of customers on different rate
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          1 classes -- I just don't see how we can get at what we



          2 would need to get at to really understand how energy



          3 efficiency is impacted by different time-of-use-type



          4 rate structures.



          5             Further, Western Resource Advocates has



          6 been studying the issues of rate structures for



          7 several years, looking at time of use, looking at



          8 demand charges.  And while we know that the Regulatory



          9 Assistance Project has said that there is some



         10 additional advantage in energy efficiency, in saving



         11 energy from having time-of-use plus layering on a



         12 tier, we're pretty convinced, at Western Resource



         13 Advocates, that we will get a lot of energy efficiency



         14 from simple time-of-use rates; that customers will



         15 become very aware of when they're using energy, and



         16 that that will cause them to reduce their overall



         17 energy use.



         18             And that's been the discussion in Arizona,



         19 in these other cases, that you do get a lot of



         20 savings.  Maybe eventually there are other ways to get



         21 even more, but we think that simple is better, going



         22 forward at this time.



         23      Q.      Mr. Wilson, does that conclude the



         24 summary of your position today?



         25      A.     It does.
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          1      Q.     Do you have any other recommendations for



          2 the Commissions that are not included in your



          3 testimony?



          4      A.     I do not.



          5      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?



          6      A.     Yes.



          7             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.



          8             Mr. Wilson is available for cross.



          9             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?



         10             MR. SOLANDER:  No questions, thank you.



         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.



         12             MR. JETTER:  Actually I do have a just a



         13 few brief questions.



         14



         15                   CROSS-EXAMINATION



         16 BY MR. JETTER:



         17      Q.     And this was actually regarding the issue



         18 that we had -- you had mentioned earlier, which is in



         19 your surrebuttal testimony on Page 5.



         20             There's a chart that is included from the



         21 Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and I don't know if



         22 you have that in front of you --



         23      A.     I do.



         24      Q.     Is your copy by chance in color?



         25      A.     It is.
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          1      Q.     Okay.  So there's a combination of green



          2 and blue points on that chart, and as I understand



          3 that, is it correct that the blue points to the right



          4 are based on a modified time-based rate, which are --



          5 I think the report described it as supercritical



          6 high-load hours that typically fall between five and



          7 22 days per year?



          8      A.     Yes, that's my understanding.



          9      Q.     And kind of where I'm going with this



         10 question is:  If we look on the chart down to the



         11 10-to-1 peak/off-peak ratio, that's pretty much



         12 exclusively into the territory of those sort of



         13 critical off-/on-peak rates, and there are no standard



         14 time-of-you price -- time-of-use pricing -- or the



         15 clean time-of-use pricing, with that extreme of a



         16 ratio; is that right?



         17      A.     Yes, that's my understanding.  At least



         18 from the date that that was used to create this chart.



         19      Q.     Okay.  And if this chart is --



         20             I guess what I'm kind of -- follow up with



         21 that would be that it sounds like my understanding is



         22 correct, and your recommendation would be that the



         23 10-to-1 rate would be a little bit on the extreme end,



         24 and somewhere more like 5-to-1 would be more



         25 appropriate for the second option?
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          1      A.     Well, I think, as Mr. Meredith said, we



          2 want to keep the difference between the two options



          3 strong enough so that we get a clear signal as to the



          4 difference in customer behavior.



          5             I think 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 would probably be



          6 adequate, but we're kind of basing it on studies, as



          7 you point out, that are not identical to what we're



          8 doing.



          9             In my surrebuttal I said that this chart



         10 was not based on electric-vehicle time-of-use studies;



         11 it was based on just general users.  So we don't



         12 really know how the electric vehicle users will fall



         13 on this chart, and as I said a few minutes ago, that's



         14 why I'd like -- I'd love to see two points rather than



         15 just one point.



         16             And you've pointed out that there are --



         17 there is another variable in this chart that makes it



         18 a little less applicable to what we're actually doing,



         19 and that is that the blue dots on the chart are from



         20 critical peak pricing prices and other things.



         21             But what I was really doing was using this



         22 chart to kind of indicate:  How much of a difference



         23 does it take in prices to get reaction from a



         24 customer?  And I think that's more interesting than



         25 when those prices were available.  It's just the --
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          1 the absolute difference in the prices.



          2             And so while you have certainly a valid



          3 point there, I was more interested in just the



          4 absolute difference in the peak to off-peak ratio.



          5             And there are a lot of things happening



          6 with this curve.  I don't think Rocky Mountain



          7 Institute captured all of that in their -- their



          8 discussion, because you could -- if you throw out some



          9 of the points that are way off scale, I think you come



         10 up with some different -- a little bit different



         11 analysis than they did.



         12             But maybe to summarize, I think it's a



         13 reasonable kind of guide to look at.



         14      Q.     Okay.  Well, thank you.



         15             And following up just a little bit on



         16 that, which is kind of what I'm kind of trying to



         17 tease out, is that it seems, really, from that chart,



         18 that other utilities that were studied here typically



         19 don't go beyond about 4-to-1 in actual rates, and



         20 10-to-1 is beyond, it looks like, anything that they



         21 had come up with in their study.



         22             Do you think it would be reasonable to



         23 have a second time-of-use rate that is beyond the



         24 limit of what would be reasonable, to try to actually



         25 implement in an actual rate that's open to all
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          1 customers?



          2      A.     Well, this is not -- we're looking at a



          3 pilot, not a general rate case, and I'm sure that if



          4 this was a general rate case I would be analyzing this



          5 in a different way, and probably advocating



          6 differently.



          7             But given it's a pilot, I really keep



          8 going back to statistical significance.  We need a big



          9 enough differential that we actually get something



         10 meaningful at the end of the study.  And it may be



         11 that even at 3-to-1 customers really shift their



         12 charging pattern, but it may not.  And it could be



         13 that the charging pattern shift for 3-to-1 is not much



         14 different from 4-to-1 or even 5-to-1.  That's why we



         15 need a bit of a spread, and I think 6-to-1 would be



         16 the smallest I would recommend for Option 2.



         17             MR. JETTER:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's all



         18 the questions I had.



         19             I appreciate your time.



         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr?



         21             MR. SNARR:  Thank you.



         22                          *



         23                   CROSS-EXAMINATION



         24 BY MR. SNARR:



         25      Q.     You indicated that certain aspects of the
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          1 time-of-use rate pilot study here in Utah provides



          2 opportunities for study that may not have been studied



          3 in other states; is that correct?



          4      A.     That's correct.



          5      Q.     Now, you also referenced this Rocky



          6 Mountain Institute paper where certain things have



          7 been studied in other states.  And indeed on



          8 Page 28 -- you've been referencing it -- that captures



          9 some of the information from other studies that have



         10 been made, at least as it relates to incorporating



         11 differentials and time-of-use rates; is that correct?



         12      A.     Yes.



         13      Q.     And you've referenced in your testimony



         14 some of those conclusions, conclusions related to the



         15 10-to-1 ratio, conclusions related to a 5-to-1 ratio,



         16 and conclusions with respect to a 2-to-1 ratio; is



         17 that right?



         18      A.     That's correct.



         19      Q.     So a study focused on different



         20 differentials is basically repeating what you've



         21 already got resourced here in your Rocky Mountain



         22 Institute study; is that correct?



         23      A.     Not with electric vehicles, no.  But with



         24 studies that were not directed at just general energy



         25 users, then this is a better guide.
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          1      Q.     Do you suspect that the conclusions



          2 reached in the Rocky Mountain Institute paper with



          3 respect to users generally on time-of-use rates, would



          4 significantly differ from electric-vehicle users?



          5      A.     I don't know --



          6      Q.     Okay.



          7      A.     -- and that's what I would like to know.



          8      Q.     Okay.  Isn't it true that there's not been



          9 a study that you're aware of that compares a



         10 time-of-use rate with another time-of-use rate having



         11 tiered or inclining blocks?



         12      A.     I think there has been some of that but I



         13 haven't seen the data.  I've heard -- I mean I've



         14 listened to several RAP -- webinars, and that's the



         15 rate -- well, RAP, and we actually hired one of their



         16 people to consult with us on rate design a bit, and I



         17 don't have access to that data offhand.



         18      Q.     You were referencing studies to be



         19 meaningful.  If we studied two different ideas or two



         20 different points of information that were somewhat the



         21 same, the study might not be effective because you



         22 couldn't see the difference; is that right?



         23      A.     That you wouldn't -- yes, correct, you



         24 would not get a statistically-significant difference



         25 between the two, so you kind of wasted one of your
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          1 points.



          2      Q.     But with respect to general usage and the



          3 information you provided here out of Page 28 of the



          4 Rocky Mountain Institute, the effect of the rate



          5 differential has been studied and somewhat has an



          6 answer as you've played out in your testimony; isn't



          7 that true?



          8      A.     Yes.  I mean the higher the differential



          9 in general, the more shifting of energy to off peak



         10 from on peak.  Yes, I think we could conclude that.



         11      Q.     So if we were to put forth a study



         12 opportunity here in the state of Utah with its



         13 electric-vehicle program where we were studying one



         14 time-of-use rate involved -- which incorporates a



         15 particular rate differential that seems to be the best



         16 candidate, as you've recommended, out of the Rocky



         17 Mountain Institute; and on the other hand, studied a



         18 time-of-use rate that has tiers, wouldn't that provide



         19 a great opportunity as a study -- as a study of these



         20 two different concepts, and to see whether or not



         21 there is a difference in how the two rates would



         22 compare?



         23      A.     No.  I disagree with that.  As I said, if



         24 we could add two more groups of customers to this



         25 study then we could do that, and I would be
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          1 comfortable -- very comfortable.  That would be a



          2 great study.



          3             But if we're limited to essentially three



          4 groups that control an Option 1 and Option 2, then I



          5 would disagree with that.



          6             I think it either has to be a clean



          7 time-of-use for both of Option 1 and Option 2, or it



          8 has to be tiered plus time-of-use for both of them,



          9 which I don't find as valuable, because I -- I think



         10 there's confusion between which of those variables is



         11 really causing the shift.



         12      Q.     With respect to confusion, you've studied



         13 the surrebuttal of Utah Clean Energy witness Sarah



         14 Wright; isn't that true?



         15      A.     Yes.



         16      Q.     And isn't it true that her current



         17 proposal only really has two TOU rate alternatives:



         18 one with tiers and one without?



         19      A.     Yes.



         20      Q.     And with respect to the one with tiers,



         21 there would be four different energy rates stated for



         22 service throughout the year; isn't that correct?



         23      A.     Yes.



         24      Q.     And isn't it true that the current -- that



         25 the applicable residential rates includes tiers?
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          1      A.     Yes.



          2      Q.     And with respect to those tiers, isn't it



          3 true there's three different energy rates that apply



          4 during the summer?



          5      A.     Yes.



          6      Q.     And Rocky Mountain has not proposed any



          7 rate design features that would encourage conservation



          8 for off-peak periods where those electric vehicles



          9 were given special lower rates to encourage their



         10 vehicles -- to recharge their vehicles; isn't that



         11 correct?



         12             Do you want me to restate that?



         13      A.     Please.



         14      Q.     Rocky Mountain has not proposed any rate



         15 design features that would encourage conservation for



         16 off-peak time periods where those with electric



         17 vehicles are given special lower rates to charge their



         18 vehicles; isn't that correct?



         19      A.     Best of my knowledge, that's correct.



         20      Q.     And if the TOU pilot program were to



         21 include one rate option that included tiered or



         22 inclining block rates, isn't it true that that would



         23 allow the usage patterns to be studied more directly



         24 as it relates to whether charging vehicles in off-peak



         25 periods would encourage habits that might be
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          1 inconsistent with energy conservation?



          2      A.     Well, as I said, if we had two more



          3 options it would be a great idea, but I think the mix



          4 and match, we're going to look at apples and oranges.



          5      Q.     But the mix and match, as you suggest,



          6 would remove any opportunity to observe the results as



          7 it relates to possible measures to encourage



          8 conservation; isn't that correct?



          9      A.     Well, we're going -- I wouldn't quite



         10 dis- -- I wouldn't quite agree with that because we



         11 will have a set of customers on the existing rates



         12 which have the tiered rates, so we will get to see



         13 what the difference is between those.  We wouldn't see



         14 how time-of-use impacts that, but as I said, we just



         15 don't have enough options to throw at that.



         16      Q.     But if you have three rates -- one that's



         17 got tiers over here, two that have time-of-use



         18 opportunities for service over here -- wouldn't



         19 changing one of those time-of-use rates to a tiered



         20 option allow us to observe both -- both the possible



         21 impacts of switching to a different lower rate



         22 differential, and also switching to a rate -- with a



         23 lower rate but also including the tiers.  Doesn't



         24 three rates allow us to observe two different features



         25 and study them?
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          1      A.     No.  Because I mean as you said, current



          2 rate actually has three different tiers, so that's



          3 different; and then we have one clean time-of-use and



          4 then a time-of-use with tiers.  And so we really have



          5 three different -- you've got apples, oranges, and



          6 pineapples or something.



          7             MR. SNARR:  I have no further questions.



          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham.



          9             MR. MECHAM:  No questions, thank you.



         10             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes?



         11             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.



         12             Good morning, Mr. Wilson.



         13



         14                   CROSS-EXAMINATION



         15 BY MS. HAYES:



         16      Q.     So I'm going to turn back to the -- your



         17 graph on Page -- well, I guess it's the graph from the



         18 RMI report on Page 5 of your testimony -- excuse me.



         19             And you -- just to follow up on what



         20 Mr. Jetter was saying, you were really focused on the



         21 green dots; is that correct?



         22      A.     No, I was looking at the whole set.



         23 Actually -- actually, if they weren't colored, that's



         24 kind of how -- if they were all grey, that's kind of



         25 how I was looking at them, just to see the spread of
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          1 peak to off peak and what that did to move customer



          2 behavior.



          3      Q.     Okay.  But in the current -- the proposals



          4 that -- that we're contemplating for this pilot



          5 program, we're really only -- only considering what in



          6 this report they would consider the time-of-use price



          7 only, is that correct, because we're not considering



          8 critical-peak pricing, peak-time rebates, or



          9 variable-peak pricing; is that correct?



         10      A.     Correct as you ask it, but we are looking



         11 at, you know, what's the significance of the spread --



         12      Q.     Okay.



         13      A.     -- which takes into account, in my view,



         14 all of the dots.



         15      Q.     Sure.  Okay.



         16             Do you know how many of the studies



         17 represented in any of these dots examined tiered



         18 time-of-use rates?



         19      A.     No, I don't know.



         20      Q.     Okay.  Do you know how many of these



         21 studies represented in the dots evaluated



         22 technology-enabled devices?



         23      A.     No.  I don't know that.



         24      Q.     All right.



         25             Let's talk about electric vehicles for a
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          1 minute.



          2             With an electric vehicle, you can program



          3 the car to begin charging at a set time; is that



          4 correct?



          5      A.     Yes, that's correct.



          6      Q.     And that's true -- that's true of the



          7 vehicle itself, regardless of the type of charger; is



          8 that correct?



          9      A.     Yes, it's a property of the vehicle in



         10 general.



         11      Q.     Okay.  So in other words, the electric



         12 vehicle is what's called a technology-enabled device;



         13 is that correct?



         14      A.     It is, though I know there are chargers



         15 that do have those kinds of capabilities as well.



         16      Q.     Sure.  Sure.  But the cars themselves are



         17 technology-enabled devices?



         18      A.     Well, certainly.  And to the best of my



         19 knowledge, most or all of them do have the ability to



         20 program your charging.



         21      Q.     Yes.  Will you turn with me to Page 42 of



         22 the RMI report?



         23      A.     I actually don't have it here.



         24      Q.     Oh.  I think it -- okay.  If it's -- if



         25 it's all right, Ms. Wright has a copy --
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          1      A.     Sure.



          2      Q.     -- of Page 42 that we can bring to you.



          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Is that in the record



          4 somewhere, to which -- I can pull it up here --



          5 introduced with the surrebuttal?



          6             MS. GARDNER:  It's Attachment A to



          7 Exhibit WRA 4.0.



          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          9             MR. WILSON:  Excuse me.  Could you repeat



         10 which page?



         11             MS. HAYES:  Page 42.



         12             MS. GARDNER:  Sorry --



         13             MS. HAYES:  I'm looking at Page 42 of that



         14 RMI report.



         15             MR. WILSON:  Okay.



         16      Q.     BY MS. HAYES:  So the graph on the left



         17 which -- shows peak production for basic time-based



         18 rates with and without enabling technology.



         19             So the lighter blue shows time-of-use



         20 rates along with technology-enabled devices.  So



         21 looking at that graph, would you agree with me that



         22 much higher savings -- for example, more than



         23 double -- were achieved with technology-enabled



         24 devices plus time-of-use rates, than with time-of-use



         25 rates alone?
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          1      A.     Yes.  But looking at this again, the curve



          2 is actually steeper on the price-enabling technology's



          3 curve, which means that it's actually more important



          4 to have a larger peak, off-peak ratio -- with enabling



          5 technology.



          6      Q.     But there are results that show that even



          7 at a 3-to-1 -- at a -- or around a 3-to-1 ratio, there



          8 were significant savings, would you agree?



          9      A.     Oh, certainly.



         10      Q.     All right.



         11      A.     Certainly.  But there are even more



         12 savings at six- and 7-to-1, by a significant amount,



         13 like 50 percent or more.



         14      Q.     Thank you.



         15             So will you turn with me to Page 81 of the



         16 Rocky Mountain Institute report.



         17      A.     Yes.  I'm there.



         18      Q.     Okay.  I'm not.  One moment.



         19             Well, will you -- this Page 81 lists some



         20 conclusory recommendations.  Would you -- would you



         21 read those first two paragraphs.



         22      A.     Into the record or --



         23      Q.     Yes.



         24      A.     -- to myself?



         25             So the first two bullet points?
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          1      Q.     No, it's just that introductory paragraph



          2 and then that first bullet point.



          3      A.     Oh.



          4             Starting at "Going forward"?



          5      Q.     Let me see.  I -- I think so.  I think



          6 I've misplaced my Page 81, but -- yeah, "Going



          7 forward," exactly.  Thank you.



          8      A.     Okay.  So this is the research take-aways



          9 from this paper.



         10             "Going forward there are significant



         11             knowledge gaps related to both time



         12             based and demand charge rates that



         13             the industry and researchers should



         14             address.  Specific topics that



         15             emerged through this work include" --



         16             and then I'll read the first one --



         17      Q.     Uh-hm.



         18      A.     -- "Evaluate rate impacts on total



         19             energy consumption.  The majority of



         20             studies that have considered



         21             customers' behavior response to



         22             alternative rates have evaluated the



         23             impacts on customer peak reduction,



         24             but very few evaluated the impacts on



         25             total energy consumption.
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          1             Regardless of whether the intent of a



          2             time-based or demand-charge rate is



          3             to impact total energy consumption,



          4             this is a critical consideration and



          5             the rates' effect is important to



          6             understand."



          7      Q.     Thank you.



          8             So isn't Utah Clean Energy proposing to



          9 evaluate, with its tiered-rate option, an evaluation



         10 of total energy consumption, in addition to peak



         11 shifting, relative to consumption of peak shifting



         12 under a non-tiered rate option?



         13      A.     Well, that's certainly the desire of Utah



         14 Clean Energy --



         15      Q.     Yes.



         16      A.     -- and I just have the concerns I've



         17 expressed earlier.



         18             MS. HAYES:  Sure.



         19             No further questions.



         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.  I



         21 just have one.



         22                          *



         23                     EXAMINATION



         24 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:



         25      Q.     Mr. Wilson, you suggested several times
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          1 that there would be value in comparing two points,



          2 correct?



          3      A.     Correct.



          4      Q.     So regardless of what ultimately happens



          5 with respect to Option 2, there will be value in



          6 comparing the control group against the customers who



          7 participate under Option 1; is that right?



          8      A.     Yes, there is some value to that.



          9      Q.     Could we do anything with respect to



         10 Option 2 that would interfere with the utility of



         11 those results?



         12      A.     No.  I've thought about that, and I guess



         13 to me, if we go with the Option 2 that has the tiered



         14 rates, it just I think would lack meaning to me, and



         15 it would just be unfortunate.  We would still have the



         16 results as you said.



         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,



         18 Mr. Wilson.



         19             Ms. Gardner, anything else?



         20             MS. GARDNER:  Just a few clarifying



         21 questions.



         22                          *



         23                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION



         24 BY MS. GARDNER:



         25      Q.     We've heard a little bit today, both from
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          1 exhibits that were submitted in this -- in this



          2 docket, as well as live testimony regarding some



          3 research that has been done, not only by the Rocky



          4 Mountain Institute, but also by the Regulatory



          5 Assistance Project, correct?



          6      A.     Yes.



          7      Q.     And in both of those reports we understand



          8 that there's been at least one study that we've been



          9 made aware where they've looked at a combined



         10 time-of-use plus tiered rate; is that correct?



         11             If I need to rephrase, let me know.



         12      A.     Yes.  Yeah, please.



         13      Q.     Okay.  So is it true that from the



         14 Regulatory Assistance Project presentation, they do



         15 provide some results from a case study where they



         16 looked at a time-of-use plus tiered-rate design?



         17      A.     Yes, I believe they have.



         18      Q.     And it sounds like, based on the



         19 questioning we just received from Utah Clean Energy,



         20 that the Rocky Mountain Institute also says that there



         21 is some value to be gleaned from looking at energy



         22 consumption with -- with these rate designs --



         23 correct?



         24      A.     Oh, certainly, yes.



         25      Q.     Now, one of the reasons you chose to use
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          1 this data from the Rocky Mountain Institute was simply



          2 to show the different types of rate differentials that



          3 are used in time-of-use rate design; is that correct?



          4      A.     Yes, that's correct.



          5      Q.     And is it true that based on your opinion



          6 of those study results that you find that somewhere in



          7 the 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 differential it is appropriate



          8 for this particular pilot?



          9      A.     Yes.  And you know, what -- if you had,



         10 you know, the best of all worlds, you would add a



         11 whole bunch of options and do 3-to-1, 4-to-1, 5-to-1,



         12 6-to-1, and you could create a very nice curve for



         13 Utah.



         14             And you could do the same with time-of-use



         15 plus tiered rates, if you had the ability to do many



         16 more options.  And of course as an engineer and



         17 scientist, I'd love to see that, but I understand the



         18 practical, you know, constrictions on that.  So you



         19 know, I'm kind of -- I'm kind of advising to go with



         20 the best case that we have.



         21      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, isn't it true that the



         22 Rocky Mountain Institute results on differentials did



         23 not look at electric vehicle time-of-use pilots



         24 specifically, right?



         25      A.     To the best of my knowledge it didn't look
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          1 at any electric-vehicle pilot.



          2      Q.     So would you agree that this opportunity



          3 we've been afforded by Rocky Mountain Power's proposed



          4 electric-vehicle pilot project is a unique one for the



          5 state of Utah, to compare the impacts of two different



          6 time-of-use rates with varying differentials, and how



          7 those rates will impact customer behavior?



          8      A.     Absolutely, for the reasons I've already



          9 stated.



         10             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.  No



         11 further questions.



         12             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.



         13 You're excused.



         14             MR. WILSON:  Thank you.



         15             MR. SNARR:  I have one additional



         16 question, just a point of inquiry.



         17             Is there anywhere in the filed testimony



         18 of Mr. Wilson or others that's referencing this



         19 Regulatory Assistance Project?



         20             MS. HAYES:  It's the exhibit attached to



         21 Ms. Wright's direct testimony.



         22             MR. SNARR:  Okay.  Thank you.



         23             MS. HAYES:  That was Sophie Hayes.



         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.



         25             Anything else, Ms. Gardner?

�

                                                                131







          1             MS. GARDNER:  Nothing further.  Thank you.



          2             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



          3             Do any of the parties have anything else



          4 before we adjourn?



          5             Seeing no hands and hearing nothing, we



          6 are adjourned.  Thank you, everyone.



          7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.



          8     (The hearing was concluded at 11:40 a.m.)



          9                 *        *        *
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